ABSTRACT

Insights into the Translation and Interpretation of
the Targum to the Book fo Jeremiah

This dissertation is an examination of the translation techniques and the interpretative intent
employed in Targum to the Book of Jeremiah (TJer). The first step involves a general survey of
the translation techniques found in all Targumin in general and in Targum Jonathan in particular.
This survey serves as background for developing the categories relevant to the TJer. The second
step involves a close reading of both Aramaic and Hebrew texts, in which a word to word
comparison between the texts is carried out. All significant deviations, additions/omissions, or
expansive interpretative renderings, in the targumic texts will be analyzed in order to highlight
the translation characteristic of the TJer. Next, this dissertation will investigate the TJer
thematically. Several key topics that are unique to the TJer will be dealt in depth. These topics
include the concept of God, prophets and prophecy, respectful Attitudes toward Israel, exile,
Torah, idolatry and figures of speech. Any marked differences between the Hebrew texts and the
Aramaic texts will be analyzed and discussed. In addition, each of these topics will also be
examined in light of other ancient translations and rabbinic literature.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

Prolegomenon

In general, Targum (pl. Targumim)1 refers to the Jewish Aramaic translation of the Hebrew
Bible, written in different periods and different geographical locations during the Tannaitic and
Amoraic periods. It represents a unique interpretative translation, totally distinct from the ancient
Greek, Syriac and Latin versions. As to this unique nature of targumic translation, Chaim Rabin
has rightly remarked, “The interpretive translations, whatever their period, constitute a most
unusual phenomenon in the history of translation, with few known parallels and no likely model
in translation in the Near East.”2
It would go beyond the purpose of this study to give an extensive survey of the history of
the development of the Targumim, which has been discussed in detail in a recent work by
Flesher and Chilton.3 It is, however, worthwhile to render a brief discussion on the development
and the characteristics of the Targumim so as to provide a basic understanding to this study. In

1

In view of the distinctive approach to translation in the Targumim, differing from all other translations in
the ancient Mediterranean world, Flesher and Chilton devotes a whole chapter to discussing the natures of the
Targumim in order to lay out a definition of Targum, that is, “Targum is a translation that combines a highly literal
rendering of the original text with material added into the translation in a seamless manner.” Paul V.M. Flesher and
Bruce Chilton, The Targums: A Critical Introduction (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2011), 19-37.
2
Chaim Rabin, “The Translation Process and the Character of the Septuagint,” in Textus 6 (ed. S. Talmon;
Jerusalem: Magnes, 1968):1-26, at 17.
3
Flesher and Chilton, The Targums.

1

2
an informative article on the Targumim, Flesher divides the history of Targum writings into four
stages, which are closely linked to four different geographical locations.4
Stage One (1 BCE to 1 CE):5 These are fragments of Targum primarily found at Qumran.
They are mainly written in Hebrew and unrelated to the compositions of Targumim in later
periods. The MSS found include the Targum of Job (providing a word-for-word rendering that
covers Job 37:10-42:11) and the Genesis Apocryphon (providing a free treatment of the Hebrew
text that covers Gen 12-15).
Stage Two (2 CE to 3 CE):6 Except stage one, the later three stages belong to the rabbinic
period of Judaism. Two groups of Targumim are produced in this stage in Palestine, namely,
Targum Neofiti and the Cairo Geniza. TN, only discovered in 1956 in the Vatican Library by
Aleandro Diez Macho, is an Aramaic translation of the five pentateuchal books, originally
composed sometimes in the 2nd or 3rd century. This Targum reflects a highly literal translation
with additional interpretive materials. The Targumim from the CG, discovered in Cairo, are
fragments from seven different Targumim. Like the TN, they are written in Jewish Palestinian
Aramaic, and contain the same expansions as those found in the TN.
Stage Three (4 CE):7 Two important groups of the Targumim are composed in this stage
in Babylon, namely, Targum Onkelos (i.e. the official Pentateuchal Targum of the Babylonian
rabbinic scholars) and Targum Jonathan8 (i.e. the authoritative Babylonian Targumim to the
prophetic books). The translation of these two groups of Targumim tends to be literal, but TJ
seems to contain more expansive material than TO. The western and eastern linguistic features

4
Paul V. Flesher, “The Targumim” in Judaism in Late Antiquity: Part One: The Literary and
Archaeological Sources, ed. J. Neusner (Leiden: Brill, 1995): 40-63, at 42-51.
5
Flesher, “Targumim,” 42-43.
6
Flesher, “Targumim,” 43-45.
7
Flesher, “Targumim,” 45-47.
8
Targum Jonathan contains all the books of the Prophets, both Former and Latter, in a single collection.
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contained in these two targums have lead Flesher to argue that they were first written in Palestine
prior to 135 CE, and then were revised and expanded in Babylonia prior to the end of the fourth
century, which subsequently became the official Targumim in Babylonia.9
Stage Four (4 CE to 9 CE):10 Several groups of Targumim produced in the stage are the
reactions to the rising ascendancy of the TO of Babylon. The first group is the Fragmentary
Targumim, which mainly presents materials not found in the TO. While the TO supplies the
literal translation, the Fragmentary Targumim supplies the interpretative material. Thus, the two
Targumim could be used together without competition. The second group is the so-called
Festival Collections, referring to the Fragmentary Targumim that are organized according to
liturgical criteria. They could have been composed sometime after the seventh century. The third
group refers to Targum Pseudo-Jonathan. TPJ is a complete Targum to the Pentateuch with
significantly more expansive materials than the TN, some of which are derived from known
rabbinic writings. It contains three different types of Aramaic: the earlier Jewish Palestinian
Aramaic, the Eastern dialects of TO, and the Late Jewish literary Aramaic. The fourth group is
the targumic Toseftot, which refers to the expansive materials that appear in the MSS of TO –
either in the text, written in the margins, or placed at the end. The last group is the Targumim to
the books of the Writings, which are probably produced between the sixth and the ninth centuries
as they are never mentioned in the Babylonian Talmud. They are characterized by both eastern
and western dialects of Aramaic. Except for Ezra, Nehemiah and Daniel, every book of the
Writings has its own Targum.

9

Flesher, “Targumim,” 45-46.
Flesher, “Targumim,” 47-51.

10
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In short, the general consensus appears that TN, TO and TJ are considered to be fairly
literal while TPJ is highly expansive.11 Despite that, all Targumim mainly contain two distinct
types of materials, namely, literal translation of the Hebrew text and non-literal translation or
added interpretive material, which is not found in the original texts.12 Concerning the TJ, to
which the Targum to Jeremiah belongs, a few more words would be deemed necessary.
According to the well-known statement in Babylonian Talmud, b. Meg. 3a, the authorship of the
Targum of the Earlier and Later Prophets has traditionally been ascribed to Jonathan Ben Uzziel,
a disciple of Hillel the Elder (ca. 110 BCE -10 CE) who was a contemporary of Jesus. Elsewhere
in the Babylonian Talmud certain translations of the Targum of Prophets are linked to the name
of Joseph bar Hiyya, a rabbi of the fourth century. However, neither of these statements about
the authors and the dates of composition of the TJ have been considered by scholars as
historically accurate.13 What we do know is that the TJ was the authoritative Targum of the
prophetic books for the Babylonian rabbis at the beginning of the fourth century.14
Despite the fact that the Book of Jeremiah in the Hebrew Bible has attracted a large
number of scholars over the past hundred years, particularly championed by B. Duhm with his

According to Mortensen’s statistic, 42.2% of the total verses in TPJ contain interpretative material while
only 14.5 % in TN, 6.1% in FT(P) and 6.6% in FT(V). See Beverly P. Mortensen, The Priesthood in Targum
Pseudo-Jonathan (2 vols.; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 1:15-16.
12
Alexander recognizes two basic types of Targum: Type A – it consists of a base translation + detachable
gloss and Type B – it is paraphrastic. See Philip S. Alexander, “Jewish Aramaic Translation of the Hebrew
Scriptures,” in Mikra: Text, Translation, Reading and Interpretation of the Hebrew Bible (ed. M.J. Mulder and H.
Sysling; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1988): 217-253.
13
For example, Willem F. Smelik renders a thorough discussion on the history of Targum Jonathon in The
Targum of Judges (Leiden: Brill, 1995), 42-68; See also Pinkhos Churgin, Targum Jonathan to the Prophets (Yale
Oriental Series-Researchers XIV; New Haven: Yale University Press, 1927; Repr., New York: AMS Press, 1980),
9-16; Timothy Edwards, Exegesis in the Targum of Psalms: The Old, the New, and the Rewritten (Gorgias
Dissertation 28; Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias, 2007), 2, n.4.
14
Flesher points out that “In several passages in the Babylonian Talmud, a verse from Targum Jonathan is
cited as giving the correct rendering of biblical passages. Indeed, in BT Moed Qatan 28b, Targum Jonathan’s
rendering provides the correct interpretation of Zech. 12:11, which R. Joseph claims would be unknown without the
targum.” Paul V.M. Flesher, “The Targumim in the Context of Rabbinic Literature,” in Introduction to Rabbinic
Literature Part 5 (ed. Jacob Neusner; N.Y.: Doubleday, 1994): 611-29, at 617.
11

5
groundbreaking work, which has advanced the scholarship of Jeremiah to an important new
milestone,15 relatively little scholarly attention seems to have been given to its Aramaic version,
the so-called Targum to Jeremiah. Despite that, since Jeremiah is the longest book in the original
Hebrew and longer still in its Aramaic version with the added interpretive material, I believe that
the TJer is able to offer some new understanding into the complexities and difficulties of the
Jeremianic texts, and on how the Jeremianic traditions were being transformed in the rabbinic
age.

Statement of the Study

Unlike the Isaiah Targum, which has received more study than any of the Targumim of the
Prophets, the TJer has not been the subject to an extensive and systematic study.16 Besides
Hayward’s volume in The Aramaic Bible series on the Targum of Jeremiah, no other detailed
study of the TJer in English has been produced. To date, there is no work that studies the
targumic contribution to key theological topics in Jeremiah. The present study aims to make a
small contribution to fill this lacuna. Thus, this study has a twofold purpose. First, by comparing
the Aramaic text to the Hebrew text, this study will analyze various translation techniques used
in the TJer to translate the Hebrew text. Second, based on such findings, this study will examine

15

Among others, B. Duhm, Das Buch Jeremia (Tübingen and Leipzig: Mohr, 1901); S. Mowinckel, Zur
Komposition des Buches Jeremia (Kristiania: Dybwad, 1914); E.W. Nicolson, Preaching to the Exiles: A Study of
the Book of Jeremiah (Oxford: Blackwell, 1970); Robert P. Carroll, Jeremiah: A Commentary (OTL; Philadelphia:
Westminster, 1986); William L. Holladay, Jeremiah: A Commentary, I & II. (Hermenneia. Philadelphia: Fortress,
1986); W.A. McKane, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Jeremiah, 1 & 2 (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1986);
Jack R. Lundbom, Jeremiah 1-20, Jeremiah 21-36, Jeremiah 37-52 (AYBC 21a-c. New York: Doubleday, 1999,
2004, 2004);
16
This is evident by comparing the bibliography of the Targum Isaiah and that of the TJer. See Flesher and
Chilton, The Targums, 197-98 and 227.
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how various key (theological) themes are treated in the Aramaic translation, especially the
deviations from the original text.

Methodology

In order to achieve the goal of this research, the following methodological steps will be
undertaken.
1. Because the Targum is first of all a translation of the Hebrew text, it will be necessary to
identify the translation philosophy in the Targumim, which the Meturgemanim were
utilizing, whether it was consistent throughout, or whether it varied in differing settings or
contexts. Thus, a survey on the translation techniques found in the ancient literature and the
Targumim would shed light on understanding and identifying the translation techniques
specifically used in the TJer.
2. The next step is to conduct a close reading of both Aramaic and Hebrew texts. The Aramaic
text used in this study will be based on the text edited by the Comprehensive Aramaic
Lexicon Project (CAL) – The Jewish Literary Aramaic version of the Prophets.17 All
significant deviations, additions/omissions, or expansive interpretative renderings, in the
targumic texts will be highlighted and studied for logical explanations of the purposes and
concerns that underlie them. Given the voluminous findings, only representative examples
will be listed for illustration.

17
The CAL is a project carried out by the Hebrew Union College-Jewish Institute of Religion in Cincinnati,
under the editorship by Stephen A. Kaufman. This text is based on that of the Mikraot Gedolot HaKeter edition (Bar
Ilan University Press, 1992–) prepared by M. Cohen, which includes variants from Sperber’s main text and
apparatus in his critical edition of the Targums to the Latter Prophets [Alexander Sperber, The Latter Prophets
According to Targum Jonathan, vol. III of The Bible in Aramaic (Leiden: Brill, 1962)]. This text is freely available
online (http://cal1.cn.huc.edu/).
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3. Inspired by Dray who explores the Targum to the Books of Kings systematically and
thematically,18 this study will examine the TJer in depth according to several key topics that
are unique to the TJer. In each of these topics, various exegetical issues will be carefully
dealt with, and marked differences between the Hebrew texts and the Aramaic texts will be
summarized and discussed. Such analysis would provide insight into the thought-world of the
meturgemanim who translated the texts as well as of early Judaism that influenced the
translation of the TJer.
4. Each of these unique topics will also be examined, if any, in light of their appearance in other
Targumim as well as in the Septuagint and the Peshitta. Finally, their parallels in the
contemporary Tannaitic and Amoraic literatures will be studied so as to determine the nature
of their relationship to parallel traditions, if any, in the classical documents. This study will
seek to answer the question to what extent the Targumic traditions correspond with or differ
from similar traditions in other versions and classical rabbinic literatures. In this step, both
historical studies and conceptual/theological studies will be employed. The former will deal
with the issues such as Sitz im Leben, historical allusions, and contemporization, while the
latter will inquire about ideas expressed in the literature, in particular “targumic theology.”

Structure of the Study

Following a brief introduction in chapter 1, chapter 2 will contain a survey of the previous works
concerning the translation techniques of the Targum, which are deemed most relevant to this

18

Eight different topics are discussed: Contemporization, Toponymy, Theology, Divine Titles, Halakah,
Prophecy and Instruction, Figures of Speech, and Targum and Peshitta. Carol A. Dray, Translation and
Interpretation in the Targum to the Books of Kings (Leiden: Brill, 2006).
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study. Understanding the targumic translation techniques in general will help to better discern
those techniques employed by the TJer. Then, after a close comparison between the Hebrew and
the Aramaic text, Chapter 3 will provide a summary of the representative examples that best
represent the most common changes found in the TJer. These changes would truly reflect the
translation techniques used by the meturgeman to render the Hebrew text. The following four
chapters will enable us to understand how certain important (theological) themes are being
treated in the TJer. Chapter 4 will discuss the concept of God in the TJer, and differences or
deviations from the Hebrew text will be highlighted and examined. Chapter 5 will focus on the
issue of prophets and prophecy, which is a prominent theme in the prophetic book. The
following chapter will study various themes found in the TJer, including respectful attitude
toward Israel, exile, Torah and Idolatry. One unique literary device common to Jeremiah will be
studied in chapter 7 to provide an insight on how metaphors and simile are fared in the Aramaic
rendering. Lastly, chapter 8 will offer a general conclusion to the research of this work.

CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW ON THE TRANSLATION TECHNIQUES
OF THE TARGUMIM
While some regard the Targumim as a midrash,1 an interpretive rabbinic comment, and others as
an Aramaic paraphrase,2 most targumic scholars consider it a translation.3 If this so, the
Targumim should not be taken as a free composition; and their language should not be regarded
as a language originating from its authors’ own idiom and linguistic patterns, but a rendering of
the original language into the target language. Thus, the language of the Targumim is a
translation language, and “its syntax, vocabulary, and structure are determined by its
translational character.” 4 To gain understanding of the interpretive elements in the Targum of
Jeremiah, the goal of this study, we must investigate not only the translation language but also
the translation techniques that were consciously used to produce the Targumim.

1

Gary Porton and David M. Golomb, for instance, classify the whole Targums as a midrash. Gary Porton,
“Defining Midrash” in The Study of Ancient Judaism, ed. Jacob Neusner (New York: Ktav, 1981), 55–92, at 70–72;
David M. Golomb, “The Targumic Renderings of the Verb lehištahwôt: A Targumic Translation Convention” in
Working with No Data: Semitic and Egyptian Studies, Presented to Thomas O. Lambdin, ed. David M. Golomb
(Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1987), 105–18, at 117. On the other hand, Alexander Sperber sees the written
Targumim as “Midrash-texts in the disguise of Targum,” which is clearly reflected in the subtitle of vol. 4a of The
Bible of Aramaic. Alexander Sperber, The Hagiographa: Transition from Translation to Midrash, vol. IVa of The
Bible in Aramaic (Leiden: Brill, 1968), viii.
2
Alexander Samely, The Interpretation of Speech in the Pentateuch Targums: A Study of Method and
Presentation in Targumic Exegesis (Tübingen: Mohr, 1992), 159.
3
Among others, Philip S. Alexander, “The Targumim and the Rabbinic Rules for the Delivery of the
Targum” in Congress Volume: Salamanca 1983, ed. J. A. Emerton (Leiden: Brill, 1985), 14–28, at 14; Willem F.
Smelik, Targum Judges, 92; Flesher and Chilton, The Targum, ch. 2.
4
Walter E. Aufrecht, “Some Observation on the Überlieferungsgeschichte of the Targum” in Targum
Studies. Volume One: Textual and Contextual Studies in the Pentateuchal Targums, ed. Paul V.M. Flesher (Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1992), 77–88, at 80.
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In the targumic field, many scholars have made the effort to produce studies of the most
common translation techniques that appear in the Targumim.5 However, as the extant Targumim
vary vastly in terms of the degree of the complexity of their translation,6 some of the translation
techniques occur in all the Targumim, while others are only used in a particular book or genre of
writing. Some are unique to the Targumim, while others are due to contemporary rabbinic
influence. The following will briefly discuss those studies on translation techniques, which are
most relevant to this study, including those in the Greco-Roman and Jewish traditions.

Sebastian Brock

In order to understand the nature of the Targumim, we should first understand translation
philosophies in antiquity, which has been well-discussed by Sebastian Brock in his article titled
“Aspects of Translation Technique in Antiquity.”7 Brock mentions two different types of
translation practiced by the ancient translators, namely, sensus de sensu and verbum e verbo. The
sensus de sensu or “free” translation was employed to produce a readable text “in reasonably
good Greek style” as evidenced in the bilingual Greek-Aramaic inscription by King Asoka at
Kandagar in the third century, and the translation of the demotic story of Tefnut.8 The verbum e
verbo or “literal” translation, by contrast, aims to convey the exact form and meaning of the

5

For bibliographical references, see Willem F. Smelik, Targum Judges, 94–95, n. 516.
It is clear that different Targumim were composed at different periods with different functions in the
rabbinic world. Targum Neofiti and the Cairo Geniza Targum fragments, the earliest Palestinian Targumim, are
more expansive, combining the word-for-word translation with additional material, to provide better understanding
of the Hebrew text as well as to reflect the current rabbinic view. Targum Onkelos and Targum Jonathan, the socalled Babylonian Targumim, are less expansive, showing close adherence to the Hebrew text, and could replace the
Hebrew text in an official capacity. Targum Psuedo-Jonathan and the Writings Targumim, a continuation of the
Palestinian Targums, are even more expansive, incorporating new material from the Babylonian Talmud. Flesher,
“The Targumim in the Context,” 628–29.
7
Sebastian Brock, “Aspects of Translation Technique in Antiquity,” GRBS 20 (1979): 69–87.
8
Brock, “Aspects of Translation,” 71.
6
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original to the reader, found in Egyptian legal documents in Egypt and senatus consulta and
other Roman government missives.9 Brock notes that the sensus de sensu translation is employed
to present the source text to the reader whereas the verbum e verbo approach aims to introduce
the reader with the text of origin.10 However, the choice of free or literal was a deliberate
decision made by the translator at the outset, depending on several decisive factors, viz. the
nature of the source text, the relative prestige of the source and target language, and how widely
known is the source language. Most religious texts, like school texts and legal or administrative
documents, were rendered in a slavishly literal translation, as embodied in the LXX and some of
the Targumim, to preserve the exact language of the inspired texts.11 Brock devotes the second
part of the article to examining various techniques of literal translation in both biblical and nonbiblical translations, among others, word order, formal correspondence, technical terms, lexical
correspondence, and analogy.12

James Barr
While refuting the traditional dichotomy between “free” and “literal” in his work entitled
The Typology of Literalism in Ancient Biblical Translations, James Barr argues that “there are
different ways of being literal and of being free, so that a translation can be literal and free at the

Brock, “Aspects of Translation,” 71.
Brock, “Aspects of Translation,” 73.
11
The Syrian Philosopher, Iamblichus (245–325 A.D.), was reluctant to translate sacred texts at all. Brock,
“Aspects of Translation,” 76. This principle was also strictly adhered to by Jerome when producing a uniform Latin
version of the Scriptures. In the letter to Pammachius concerning his translation of Pope Epiphanius’ letter, quoted
by Flesher, Jerome clearly states, “For I myself not only admit but freely proclaim that in translating from the Greek
(except in the case of the holy scriptures where even the order of the words is a mystery [my italics]) I render sense
for sense and not word for word.” Flesher adds, “Jerome had clearly formulated a modus operandi for translating
Scripture different from that for translating non-sacred texts. Even as he proclaims his preference for sensu du sensu
translation, he argues that the ‘holy scriptures’ should be translated verbum e verbo in order to preserves the word
order.” Flesher and Chilton, The Targums, 375–76.
12
Brock, “Aspects of Translation,” 81–87.
9
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same time but in different modes or on different levels.”13 Barr offers few criteria as to how to
determine whether a translation is a free or literal rendering of the original.14 In the case of
ancient biblical translation, both types of translations were not at variance with each other, but
could be applied in the same passage by the same translator.15 Barr notes further that “truly ‘free’
translation, in the sense in which this might be understood by the modern literary public, scarcely
existed in the world of the LXX, or indeed in much of ancient biblical translation in general.”16
Barr then discusses three important factors, which have to be taken into consideration to
determine whether a translated passage is a literal rendering of the original or not.17 These factors
include (1) the Vorlage used in the translation (e.g., the different rendering between the MT and
the LXX of Prov 1:12b could be due to two different Hebrew texts); (2) the “correctness of the
translation (e.g., a translation can be literal but semantically inadequate); (3) the degree to which
a translator interprets or does not interpret the text (i.e. a low-level kind of interpretation driven
by linguistics or semantics and a high-level kind of interpretation driven by content or theology).
Based on the LXX, Barr identifies six categories in discriminating the differences
between a more literal and a less literal rendering.18 These categories include: (1) the division
into elements or segments; (2) the quantitative addition or subtraction of elements; (3)
consistency or non-consistency in the rendering; (4) accuracy and level of semantic information;
(5) coded “etymological” indication of formal/semantic relationships obtaining in the vocabulary

13

James Barr, The Typology of Literalism in Ancient Biblical Translation (MSU 15; Göttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1979), 280.
14
Barr, Typology of Literalism, 284–94.
15
Barr, Typology of Literalism, 290.
16
Barr, Typology of Literalism, 281.
17
Barr, Typology of Literalism, 284–94.
18
Barr, Typology of Literalism, 294–323.
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of the original language; and (6) level of text and level of analysis. Barr concludes this study by
recapitulating five aspects with regard to literal translation.19
Though these categories are derived from the LXX, they are deemed applicable to the
Targumim, as evidenced by a number of examples quoted by Barr. Concerning the segmentation
of words, one instructive example is the rendering of the obscure and archaic form  ֵא ְׁש ָּדתat Deut
33:2. While the MT and the LXX, with slight modification, take it as one word (“hand”), Vulg
and TO segment it below word level into two parts, viz.  ֵאשand “( ָּדתfire” and “law”).20 Barr
concludes that one cannot be certain which translation is more or less literal since no one knows
whether  ֵא ְׁש ָּדתwas written as one or as two in the Vorlage used by the translator. Another
example is taken from Num 24:17 with regard to the level of semantic information.21 In the MT,
ּכֹוכב
ָּ and  ֵש ֶבטliterarily mean “star” and “scepter” respectively. The Targum, while providing a
literal translation of the verse, opts not to convey the surface meaning (the linguistic semantic

19

These five factors are: (1) Many early translators might have rendered their translations based on
primitive word-lists; (2) Literalism was developed by the drive to achieve greater accuracy; (3) The conception of
inspired scripture encouraged a more literalist approach; (4) The conception of multiple meaning in the text
constrained the translators to seek for the authoritative meaning; and (5) The conviction that real authority lays in
the Hebrew urged translators to imitate Hebrew features in their translations . Barr, Typology of Literalism, 324–25.
20
Barr notes, “In the Targum the segmentation below word level is used to provide the basic semantic
elements ‘law’ and ‘fire,’ which are then built up by massive quantitative amplifications.” The following shows the
different renderings of Deut 33:2. Barr, Typology of Literalism, 302.
MT
( ָּלמֹוQ )אש ַּדת
ֵ ימיֹנֹו ֵא ְׁש ָּדת
ִ “ ִמat his right hand, a fire (?) for them”
LXX
ἐκ δεξιῶν αὐτοῦ ἄγγελοι μετʼ αὐτοῦ “from his right hand, angels with them”
Vulg
in dextera eius ignea lex “in his right hand was a fiery law”
TO
יהב ַּלֹנָּ א
ַּ ִיתא ו
ָּ אֹור
ָּ יש ָּתא
ָּ “ ְׁכ ָּתב יַּ ִמיֹנֵ יה ִמֹגֹו ִאFrom the midst of the fire, he gave the Law written by
his right hand”
21
The following are the different renderings of Num 24:17. See Barr, Typology of Literalism, 315.
MT
ּכֹוכב ִמיַּ ֲע ֹ֗קב וְׁ ָּ ְָ֥קם ֵש ֶבט ִמיִ ְׁש ָּר ֵאל
ָּ “ ָּד ַּרְךa star will go out from Jacob and a scepter will rise from Israel”
LXX
ἀνατελεῖ ἄστρον ἐξ Ιακωβ, καὶ ἀναστήσεται ἄνθρωπος ἐξ Ισραηλ “a star will rise up out of Jacob,
and a man will stand up out of Israel”
TO
יחא מדבית ישראל
ָּ תר ַּבא ְׁמ ִש
ַּ ִלכא מדבית יעקב וְׁ י
ָּ “ יְׁ קּום ַּמA king will emanate from Jacob and the
anointed one will be consecrated for Israel”
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value) but the deeper meaning (the exegetical-theological value) of ּכֹוכב
ָּ and  ֵש ֶבטby rendering
them as “king” and “anointed one” respectively.

Zacharias Frankel
In 1872, Zacharias Frankel published an important article titled “Zu dem Targum der
Propheten,” one of the earliest studies on TJ in the German-speaking world.22 This article
devotes the first section to a brief overview of the historical background of TJ, and the second
section to a lengthy discussion on the characteristics of TJ–particularly its translation techniques
and paraphrases.
As for the features of TJ, Frankel asserts a close resemblance between TJ and TO, in
which TJ shares many similar characteristics with TO.23 (1) TJ tends to replace the active voice
with the passive and vice versa as well as to substitute the absolute infinitive with an active or
passive participle.24 (2) TJ often changes the singular to the plural.25 (3) The positions of certain
words in a stich are reversed, e.g., the first becomes the last or vice versa (Jer 51:38).26 (4) TJ
changes the questions of the text into categorical statements.27 (5) Two seemingly unrelated parts
of a verse are connected to each other to form a sentence, in which the first part becomes the first
half of the sentence, and the second part the second half of the sentence (Jer 51:27).28 (6) TJ

Zacharias Frankel, “Zu dem Targum der Propheten” (Jahresbericht des Jüdisch-theologischen Seminars;
Breslau, 1872): 1–48.
23
Frankel provides numerous biblical examples to illustrate his point but only those related to the book of
Jeremiah are cited here.
24
Frankel, “Targum der Propheten,” 16.
25
Frankel, “Targum der Propheten,” 16.
26
Frankel, “Targum der Propheten,” 16–17.
27
Frankel, “Targum der Propheten,” 17.
28
Frankel, “Targum der Propheten,” 17.
22
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avoids repetition of a word in a single verse (Jer 31:28).29 (7) Contrarily, for similar expressions
in two different verses, TJ renders them identically (Jer 2:24).30 (8) TJ deals deliberately with
those expressions that are not appropriate for the concept of God.31 Thus, for the same action
referring to both God and humans, TJ uses different expressions. TJ seeks to avoid any
appearance of the injustice of God (Jer 15:4). TJ also tends to clarify any ambiguity concerning
God so as to avoid any expressions that seem to disrespect God (Jer 31:20). Sometimes,
however, such ambiguity is left unchanged in TJ. (9) TJ opts to present the biblical characters in
a very respectful manner (Jer 38:7).32 (10) TJ uses different names for the cities and countries
that appear in the text.33 (11) TJ often avoids metaphors and rewrites them literally (Jer 2:25).34
(12) TJ expands the text by adding materials not found in the original text to provide a better
understanding of the text (Jer 1:6; 2:3). Also, for repeated words in the verse, TJ tends to expand
and give each word a distinct meaning (Jer 7:4).35 (13) TJ identifies the speakers of the dialogues
who are not specified in the Hebrew text to remove ambiguity (Jer 8:20–22). 36 (14) The
Haggadah (midrash) forms a significant part of the expansive additions in which some are
borrowed from older authors, and others are original, belonging to TJ (Jer 3:16; 8:10; 17:12;
22:6; 38:10–12, 39:16).37 (15) Double translation of a word or a phrase (Jer 8:21; 31:14).38

Frankel, “Targum der Propheten,” 17.
Frankel, “Targum der Propheten,” 18.
31
Frankel, “Targum der Propheten,” 21–23.
32
Frankel, “Targum der Propheten,” 24.
33
Frankel, “Targum der Propheten,” 25–26.
34
Frankel, “Targum der Propheten,” 29–30.
35
Frankel, “Targum der Propheten,” 33–34.
36
Frankel, “Targum der Propheten,” 35.
37
Frankel, “Targum der Propheten,” 35–36.
38
Frankel, “Targum der Propheten,” 39.
29
30
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As we can notice from the above enumeration, Frankel’s discussion seems rather random,
“neither systematic nor complete.” 39 Nevertheless, as being one of the earliest discussions of the
characteristics of TJ, Frankel’s work has laid a good foundation for the subsequent work on the
Targumim, especially on the study of the translation techniques.

Pinkhos Churgin

At the beginning of the twentieth century, Pinkhos Churgin published a work titled Targum
Jonathan to the Prophets,40 which is considered the first and the most detailed study devoted to
TJ alone in English.41 In Chapter 3, Churgin examines the exegesis in Jonathan, in which he
asserts that the general exegetical principle of TJ is to render the obscure intelligible, and the
implicit explicit.42 Churgin isolates four different translation techniques, though the term
“translation techniques” is not mentioned explicitly, employed by the meturgeman to translate
the MT into Aramaic. These are the allegorical, the metaphorical, the exegetical complement,
and the lexical method.43 The allegorical method, adopted in the aggadah and also by Philo, the
Apostles, and the Church Fathers, is exclusively applied to those passages whose implication

39

Eveline Van Staalduine-Sulman, The Targum of Samuel (Leiden: Brill, 2002), 35. Other weaknesses, as
pointed out by Van Staalduine-Sulman, include confusing translation techniques with theological concepts, omission
of the identification of anonymous, and omission of the answering of rhetorical questions.
40
Churgin, Targum Jonathan to the Prophets.
41
Robert P. Gordon, Studies in the Targum to the Twelve Prophets: From Nahum to Malachi (Leiden:
Brill, 1994), 9.
42
Churgin adds, “In other words, to the Targumist the implication rather than the surface literalness of the
passage or word involved is of chief consideration.” Churgin, Targum Jonathan, 78–79.
43
Churgin, Targum Jonathan, 80.
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was beyond the surface literalness of the text (e.g., Ezek 16; Hos 1,3; Isa 53).44 In most cases, as
Churgin argues, the exposition of the meturgeman conforms to the aggadic interpretation.
The metaphorical method is intended to explain what the metaphor represents, or the
event described, and not the description.45 Sometimes, when the meturgeman introduced an
equivalent for a metaphor, a short phrase ( דהוה דמאwhich is equal), is inserted to provide
clarification.
The exegetical complement method, governed by the sense of the passage, is extensively
used to fill the gaps in the poetical contraction of the prophetic style.46 The meturgeman believed
that each of the repeated words within a verse bore independent significance, thereby introducing
an exegetical complement by transforming each repeated word into a clause (Jer 7:4; 22:29; cf.
Isa 6:3).47
Lastly, the lexical method focuses on singular words or expressions that express not the
surface meaning, but the underlying meaning as suggested by the text.48
In addition to these four major principles, Churgin also mentions other principles found

Hence, the meturgeman turned Ezek 16, a chapter demonstrating God’s love and grace toward Jerusalem,
into a rehearsal of the history of Israel. In addition, the meturgeman identified the Servant of God with the Messiah
and rewrote Isa 53 by depicting the Messiah as a majestic and splendor figure that bore no resemblance to the
original. Churgin, Targum Jonathan, 80–84.
45
For example, all of the metaphorical term “lion/s” in Ezek 19:36 are rendered as “king/s” in the Targum.
Churgin, Targum Jonathan, 84–88.
46
Churgin, Targum Jonathan, 88–90.
47
For instance, the famous verse in Isa 6:3 “Holy, holy, holy is the Lord of Hosts” was rendered in the
Targum as “Holy (is He) in the high lofty heavens, the house of His Shekina; holy on the earth the work of His
strength; holy in the world of worlds.” In Jer 7:4 the thrice repetition of “the temple of the Lord” was translated in
the Targum as “Before the temple of the Lord ye worship, before the temple of the Lord ye sacrifice, before the
temple of the Lord you bow three times through the year.” Similarly, the thrice repetition of “land” in Jer 22:29 was
given different emphasis by the Targum, namely, “From his land I will exile him to another land. O land of Israel…”
Churgin, Targum Jonathan, 89–90.
48
Example of single verbal words: “Therefore doth the land mourn” in Hos 4:3 is translated as “Therefore
shall the land be laid waste” in the Targum. Instance of expressions: “not coming and not being (so)” becomes “not
as required nor proper” in the Targum. Churgin, Targum Jonathan, 90.
44
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in TJ, namely, transforming an interrogative into a categorical (Jer 18:14),49 transforming one
part of a verse into a complement of the other part,50 and transforming one part of a verse into a
comparative to the preceding one (Jer 22:28).51
In the next chapter concerning the peculiarities of TJ, Churgin highlights another
exegetical principle “to differentiate between the holy and the profane,” that is by using distinct
words to render the same Hebrew words that were applied to both the holy and the profane.52 TJ
deliberately uses different terms for foreign gods (idol [ טעוןJer 2:11]; the idols of the nations
[ טעות עממיאJer 13:10]), for pagan altar (איֹגור, not the usual equivalent [ מדבחJer 11:13]), for
pagan priest (פלחא, not the usual equivalent [ כהֹנאJer 48:7; 49:3]), and for prophet not sent by
God (prophets of falsehood [ ֹנביי שקראJer 2:8]). Besides, to show respect to Israel, TJ tends to
tone down any harsh criticism against Israel (Jer 3:6) and to differentiate them from other
peoples (Jer 1:10).
Lastly, Churgin mentions a considerable number of interpolations in TJ, which is the
result due either to midrashic influence (Jer 8:18; 9:22; 10:11; 12:5; 31:14), or duplications (Jer
2:3, 16; 13:19; 20:8), or insertions (Jer 1:6; 2:10, 27; 4:1; 51:1).

49

This happens when the interrogative implies a definite answer and such implied answer is absent from
the text, e.g., in Jer 18:14, “Doth the snow of the Lebanon fail from the rock of the field? Or are the strange cold
flowing waters plucked up?” is turned into “Behold, as it is impossible that the water snow running down the fields
of Lebanon shall cease, so will not cease rain coming down and welling water from the source.” Churgin, Targum
Jonathan, 91.
50
For example, in Amos 5:12 “Ye that afflict the just, that take a ransom” is transformed into “Ye that
afflict that just in order to take mammon of falsehood.” Churgin, Targum Jonathan, 92.
51
In Jer 22:28, “Is this man Coniah a despised, shattered jar? Or is he an undesirable vessel?” is rendered as
“Contemptible, weak, unstable is this man Coniah, like a vessel in which there is no use.” Churgin, Targum
Jonathan, 92, n. 21.
52
Churgin, Targum Jonathan, 111–25, at 111.
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Churgin’s presentation has been criticized as “unprepossessing” and having “stylistic
inelegance,”53 and his classification of the exegetical principles as “so general that the categories
are receptacles of various exegetical techniques.”54 Such criticism, however, does not diminish
the value of this work, which continues to be one of the required resources for targumic studies.

Alexander Sperber

Between 1959 and 1968, four important books on the texts of the Aramaic Bible were produced
by Alexander Sperber, which include the first complete critical edition of TO (vol. 1) and TJ
(vol. 2 & 3), and a non-critical edition of the Targum to the Hagiographa (vol. 4a). Later, the
fifth volume, a general discussion on the Targumim (vol. 4b) was published posthumously
(1973). This volume consists of the fruitful results of his targumic study over more than four
decades.55 This final volume makes an excellent contribution to targumic research, especially in
its comprehensive discussions of the translational features.
Unlike Churgin, Sperber refuses to speculate on certain unsettled historical issues
concerning the Targumim, but focuses on the interpretation of the material.56 He contends that
the Targumim were produced by two schools of translators. One school translated the text as
literally as possible, and only deviated from it to provide greater clarity or adhere to existing
Rabbinic interpretations. On the contrary, the other school rendered the text quite freely, in a
midrashic pattern. The literal translation is mostly found in the Targum of the Latter Prophets,
while the midrashim appear in the Former Prophets. He finds support for this view from the

53

Robert P. Gordon, Targum to the Twelve Prophets, 11.
Van Staalduine-Sulman, Targum of Samuel, 89.
55
Alexander Sperber, The Targum and the Hebrew Bible, vol. IVB of The Bible in Aramaic (Leiden: Brill,
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1973).
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Sperber, Bible in Aramaic IVB, 2–3.

20
translations of the doublets, which were rendered both literally and paraphrastically, and were
fused together in the same book.57
Sperber devotes a lengthy discussion on the so-called “style of the Targum,” which refers
to the changes made in the non-literal translation of the Targumim.58 These changes are the
results of the “corrections” made by later copyists to improve the text of the Targumim. Sperber
points out two reasons responsible for such corrections: (1) the gradual decline of the Aramaic
language as spoken language, and (2) the gradually increasing respect for the exact wording of
the Hebrew Bible. For this reason, Sperber refutes the common view of the preceding
generations, which saw the deviations of the Targumim from the MT as “evidence of actual
variant readings in the Hebrew Vorlage of the Targum.” 59
To illustrate “the Style of the Targum,” Sperber has painstakingly compiled an extensive
list of translational features employed in the Targum of Former and Latter Prophets.60 This list,
consisting of 24 categories of style, includes, among others, changes and additions due to
dogmatic reasons (Jer 2:6,8; 3:12; 4:10; etc.); changes in accord with similar biblical passages
(Jer 3:12; 4:12; 17:2; etc.); free translation of figurative speech (Jer 2:15; 13:17; 23:1; etc.) and
prophetic expression (Jer 1:6, 7; 9:21; 26:2); elaboration on brief texts (Jer 2:25; 6:14; 8:23;
etc.); collective nouns treated as plurals (Jer 2:11; 4:29; 5:28; etc.); totum pro parte (“the whole
for a part”: Jer 4:29; 14:2; 15:7; 20:5; 29:16); adding or omitting of suffixes and particles,
introductory form of  אמרwith direct speech (Jer 4:31; 11:19; 31:3; 49:4); and updating of the
names of places (Jer 22:12; 42:14). Each of these categories is substantiated with a
comprehensive list of scriptures from both the MT and the Targumim.
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Sperber’s work has been criticized for the choice of manuscripts used.61 In response to
this, Sperber comments that he would not base his edition on texts that were not clearly readable
or too fragmentary,62 “especially if they seemed not to help towards the recovery of the original
text of the ‘Babylonian’ Targums.”63 Despite such criticisms, Sperber’s edition is merited to
have “represented the consonantal (author’s italics) text with a fair degree of accuracy.”64 Thus,
this edition not only has served as the base text for the students of this generation, but it also has
been chosen as the base text for the production of the 21-volume Concordance to Targum
Jonathan to the Prophets, which was produced at the Theological University of Kampen and
completed in 2005.65 Sperber’s effort has indeed made a valuable contribution to subsequent
scholarship and his compilation of translation techniques “has brought Targum studies a great
step forward.”66 Thus, this work will continue to serve the present generations until the
emergence of a revision that includes other significant variants from other sources, especially the
available Babylonian material.
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Sperber has been criticized for omitting MS Ebr 448 of Vatican from his edition of TO and MS 229 of
the Jewish Theological Seminary from the Former Prophets. Robert P. Gordon, “Sperber’s Edition of the Targum to
the Prophets: A critique,” JQR 64 (1974): 314–321.
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In response to the omission of MS Ebr 448, Sperber states in the prefatory remarks of volume three (p.
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revision and changes of the vocalization, Sperber has decided not to include in his list. In response to the omission
of MS 229, Sperber writes in ch. 1 of volume IVB (p.31), “Why I did not base the edition of the Former Prophets on
that MS? Because it is in a poor state, and cannot be read throughout, I would say that only one third of the MS. is
clearly readable. How then should I base an edition on such a fragmentary text? Furthermore, the importance of this
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Gordon, foreword to the reprinted edition (1992) to The Bible in Aramaic: Volume I-III, by Alexander Sperber
(1959–1962; repr., Leiden, Brill: 2004), 7–12.
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regard.” Robert P. Gordon, “Alexander Sperber and the Study of the Targums” in Hebrew Bible and Ancient
Versions: Selected Essays of Robert P. Gordon, ed. Margaret Barker (SOTSM; Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2006),
295–302, at 299.
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counter-check the variants before citing them. Gordon, “foreword,” 11.
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Michael Klein

Michael Klein, one of the most prominent twentieth-century scholars in the targumic studies, has
published several seminal works in the field that have significantly benefited subsequent
scholarship. Three of his works that deal specifically with the translation techniques will be
briefly discussed below. First, Klein offers a thorough study on the treatment of
anthropomorphisms and anthropopathisms in the Targumim.67 In these works, Klein counters the
long-held view that the Targumim tend to soften all the anthropomorphic expressions. Instead,
he argues that the meturgemanim did not apply this technique consistently. In some cases, they
not only did not avoid anthropomorphic expressions but further amplified and intensified them.
In other cases, certain supposed anti-anthropomorphisms are indeed common idiomatic or
translational phenomena and have nothing to do with theology or philosophy.68 He contends
further that the inconsistency could be due to the conflicting result of the two Tannaitic schools,
viz. the school of R. Aqiba and R. Ishmael, which interpreted biblical anthropomorphisms
literally and allegorically respectively. 69
Klein’s second work concerns the translational technique of “associative translation.”70
He illustrates this technique by comparing two parallel texts (Exod 16:31 and Num 11:8)
concerning the taste of manna.71 In the MT, Exod 16:31 describes that “its taste was like a wafer
67
Michael L. Klein, “The Translation of Anthropomorphisms and Anthropopathisms in the Targumim” in
Congress Volume: Vienna 1980 (Ed. J. A. Emerton; VTSup 32; Leiden: Brill, 1981): 162-77. See also Michael L.
Klein, “The Preposition ‘( קדםbefore’): A Pseudo- Anti-Anthropomorphism in the Targums,” JTS 30 (1979): 502–
507.
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supposed anti-anthropomorphisms as common idiomatic or translational phenomena in nature, he, unlike Klein,
does not totally dismiss the targumic concern with biblical anthropomorphisms. See Andrew Chester, Divine
Revelation and Divine Titles in the Pentateuchal Targumim (Tübingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1986), 265–292.
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Archaeological, Historical, and Geographical Studies: H. M. Orlinsky Volume (Vol. 16), eds. Baruch A. Levine and
Abraham Malamat (Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 1982): 134–40.
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with honey,” while Num 11:8 has “its taste was as the taste of cakes baked with oil.” However,
TN had rendered both texts as “its taste was like a pancake with honey.” The motivation
underlying this associative translation is always puzzling, which could possibly be due to
subconscious influence of the parallel text, or was simply due to convenience, as the expression
 ְׁל ַּשד ַּה ָּש ֶמןin Num 11:8 is not always clear.72 In the same article, Klein mentions another
technique, namely, “complementary translation,” which is used to combine the diverse elements
of two similar verses to form a composite translation.73 He illustrates that in PJon, the same
translation for both Gen 4:2 and Gen 9:20 (“a man tilling the soil”) is actually the combination of
the MT Gen 4:2 (“a tiller of the soil”) and Gen 9:20 (“a man of the soil”).
Lastly, Klein identifies “converse translation” as another translation technique, which
should not be treated as an anomalous phenomenon given its frequent occurrence in the
Targumim.74 The technique is employed when the content of the Hebrew text appears to be
unacceptable by the Meturgeman, who then alters the meaning of the verse by simply stating the
opposite, which seems to be more appropriate. This technique functions by adding or deleting a
negative particle that turns the original statement into a statement that gives the opposite
meaning. This technique could work in four possible ways: 1) by adding or deleting a negative
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particle;75 2) by replacing the original verb with another verb of opposite sense; 76 3) by resolving
the rhetorical questions in to declarative statements;77 and 4) by adding the negative particle
“lest.”78
Philip S. Alexander

In his influential article, Philip S. Alexander expresses his dissatisfaction concerning the
common view that distinguishes between literal and paraphrastic translation of the Targumim,
for such distinction “obscures the fact that paraphrastic translations may differ fundamentally
from each other, and a paraphrastic and literal targum may, formally speaking, have more in
common than two paraphrastic targumim.”79 Alexander, therefore, proposes that according to the
literary form, 80 the Targumim can be classified into two types: Type A Targum and Type B
Targum.81

For example, while the MT at Gen 4:14 states, “Behold, . . . and from thy face I shall be hidden,” TN
simply translates the opposite, “Behold, . . . and it is impossible for me to hide from before You,” and TPJ turns it
into an interrogative, “Behold, . . . and is it possible to hide from You?” (my italics). Klein, “Converse Translation,”
517–18.
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For example, in Exod 33:3, the MT reads, “But I [God] will not go up among you [Israel],” after Israel
had sinned against God. All of the Targumim, except TN gloss, simply dismiss the original statement by replacing
the verb in order to express the presence of God with Israel. Thus, both TO and TN state, “For I shall not remove my
presence from among you,” while TPJ renders, “For it is impossible for me to remove the presence of my glory from
among you” (my italics). Klein, “Converse Translation,” 530–31.
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justice,” Klein, “Converse Translation,” 532–33.
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Translation,” 535–36.
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A Type A Targum consists of a base translation + explanatory additions. The base
translation represents a word-for-word translation of the Hebrew; and the explanatory additions
are masterfully conjoined with the base where “they can be bracketed out, leaving behind a
linguistically viable, non-expansive version of the original.”82 Though Type A Targum can be
clearly observed in most of the Targumim, “[t]he decision as to what belongs to the base and
what to the additions can be a matter of fine judgment.”83
Alexander mentions two possible reasons that could have brought forth Type A Targum.
84

The first reason, as supported by many nineteenth-century scholars, is that the Targumim were

originally short and literal, but were expanded by the midrashic materials over long periods of
time. The other reason is liturgical. The base translation will only be recited in the synagogue if
there was a sermon; if not, the reading will include the targumic additions.
A Type B Targum is a “free-running paraphrase.” The original text practically
disappeared in the paraphrastic translation; and therefore, the base translation is hardly traceable
or recoverable. This type of translation is mainly found in the Five Megillot. It is inaccurate, as
Alexander comments, to categorize Type B Targum as “rewritten Bible,”85 such as Josephus’s
Jewish Antiquities, Pseudo-Philo, Jubilees, and the Genesis Apocryphon. A Type B Targum is

Alexander, “Targumim and Rabbinic Rules,” 17.
This indeed gives rise to a methodological question “just what does constitute a ‘base text’?” which still
remains unresolved. According to the example taken from Gen 18:1–5 in TPJ, Alexander treats “the Glory of …” in
v.1 and “the Glory of your Shekhinah” in v.3 as the base translation, even though neither of these expressions
corresponds one-to-one with Hebrew. He reasons, “I am obliged to do so in order to achieve a detachable nonexpansive version.” Alexander’s view was later countered by David Shepherd who states that as neither TN nor TO
provides this circumlocution, this gloss may not belong to the base translation. See Alexander, “Targumim and
Rabbinic Rules,” 17–18; David Shepherd, “Translation and Supplementing: A(nother) Look at the Targumic
Versions of Genesis 4.3–16,” JAB 1 (1999): 125–46, at 136.
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different from these works in a way that “for all its expansiveness, [it] remains closer to the Bible
than any of these other works.” 86
Alexander’s two-type classification, however, has been criticized by Houtman and
Sysling, for it is too simplistic and “does not suffice to characterize all sorts of targumic
interpretation.”87 They, instead, add two more types to Alexander’s original classification: (1)
literal word-for-word translation, (2) extended translations with detachable glosses (equivalent to
Sperber’s Type A Targum), (3) interpretive word-for-word translation, and (4) extended
interpretive translation (equivalent to Sperber’s Type B Targum).88
The above categorizations, be it Sperber’s two-type classification or Houtman-Sysling’s
four-type classification, are too broad and focus only on detachable or undetachable additions or
exegetical changes in the Aramaic rendering. They fail to provide further insights on the specific
translation techniques employed by the Targumim.

The Aramaic Bible Series

The 22-volume Aramaic Bible series, under McNamara's leadership, provides a complete
English translation for all the extant Targumim, fitted out with critical notes and apparatus
criticus. Each volume includes a detailed introduction with a section discussing the “translation

Alexander, “The Rabbinic Rules,” 20.
Alberdina Houtman and Harry Sysling, Alternative Targum Traditions: The Use of Variant Reading for
the Study in Origin and History of Targum Johnathan (SAIS 9; Leiden: Brill, 2009), 21.
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The first type, literal word-for-word translation, translates the original literally, replacing each Hebrew
word with its semantically related Aramaic equivalent (e.g., 1 Sam 8:1). The second type, extended translations with
detachable glosses, not only translates the original literally but also expands the text with smaller or larger additions.
The additions can be separated from the base translation without altering its flow of thought or its syntax. The third
type, interpretive word-for-word translation, offers a literal translation of the original, with changes that update the
text with contemporary terms or interpret the meaning of the text. The fourth type, extended interpretive translation,
reflects a strongly interpretative translation of the original. The interpretive expansions are dissolved in the base
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techniques” of the Targum in question. Two volumes of this series, which are deemed most
related to this study, will be briefly discussed below.
The first volume is The Targum of Jeremiah by Robert Hayward, 89 which appears to be
the first critical work in English dedicated to the TJer. In the introduction, the section on
Characteristic of the Aramaic Paraphrase seems to reflect certain common techniques employed
in the translation process, though the term translation technique is not mentioned explicitly.90
Under this heading, five characteristics are discussed. Hayward notes that, following most of his
predecessors, while the meturgemanim seem to eliminate the anthropomorphic language about
God, they do at times preserve them to emphasize God’s activity.91 Second, the meturgemanim
tend to show reverence and respect for Israel by avoiding those passages that hurl outright
invective at Israel, and allow no doubts to attach to Israel’s status.92 Also, the meturgemanim
strive to eliminate any ambiguity appearing in the Hebrew text either by using precise language,
or by decoding the figurative language, or by bringing the text up-to-date.93 Further, following
Klein, Hayward asserts the use of converse translation to convey the opposite meaning of the
original text or to avoid any possible misunderstanding by the hearers.94 Lastly, Hayward renders
a rather brief discussion on aggadic expansions brought forth by the Meturgemanim.95
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The second volume is Targum Jonathan of the Former Prophets by Daniel J. Harrington
and Anthony J. Saldarini. 96 Unlike Hayward, Harrington-Saldarini isolate eight most common
characteristics of the translation under the heading Translation Techniques and Theology. They,
however, do not view these categories “as the principles or concerns which consciously guided
the targumic translators,” but “as useful organizing devices … to help the reader perceive the
range of translational and interpretative activity in the Targum.”97
The first category, “Names of people and peoples,” deals with the idiomatic changes in
which the Targum changes Hebrew collective singular to Aramaic plural, and prefers a more full
and precise translation.98 Next, “Place names and their identification” is concerned with the
contemporization of geographical names and identification of places.99 Third, “Regular
substitutions and changes in words and phrases” highlight three types of grammatical changes,
namely, additions, substitution, and clarifications.100 The fourth category, “Unclear MT text,”
discusses how the Targum provides clarification and interpretation for the MT text, when it is
obscure and difficult.101 Next, “Anachronistic modernizing” copes with the modifications of
biblical things and customs to fit its own time.102 Sixth, “Substitutions of more literal for
metaphoric language” is an act to remove metaphorical statements and images in favor of more
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becomes “Arabs” (Judg 8:24), and “Hebrew” becomes “Jews (1 Sam 4:6, 9).” Harrington and Saldarini, Targum
Former Prophets, 7–8.
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prosaic, literal, and clear expressions.103 The seventh category, “Changes in expression to
describe God and his activity,” pertains to avoiding of anthropomorphisms by using the passive
voice and indirect constructions when referring to God, and protecting monotheism and God’s
transcendence.104 The last category includes the discussions of “Midrashic additions, theological
interpretations, and halakhic harmonizations,” which are only applicable to certain passages.105
A few observations can be made from the above discussion. First, the discussions of the
translation techniques are nothing innovative but repetitions of what have been discussed in the
previous studies. Second, it seems that there is no general consensus on what are the
characteristics of the translation techniques; and each author is rather free to present the
translational characteristics according to their own understanding. Third, it appears that none of
the authors (of the whole series) shows interest in working out a more systematic model to
examine the underlying principles, which are consciously employed in the translation process.

Willem F. Smelik

In 1995, Willem F. Smelik published a monumental work on the Targum of Judges, which
attempted to deal with the thorny question of the origin and growth of the Targum to the
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little finger is thicker than my father’s loins” becomes “My weakness is stronger than the strength of my father.”
Harrington and Saldarini, Targum Former Prophets, 8.
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meturgemanim transforms the hymn into an apocalypse that describes Israel’s future history. The Targum also tends
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Prophets.106 His main contributions in this volume are the inclusion of the other witnesses of
TJudg, and the application of a new tool (bilingual concordance)107 and a new method (analysis
of consistency).108
This volume does contain a section on translation techniques, but regrettably, Smelik
does not explore this topic further and merely offers a brief discussion of their limitations.109 He
mentions that in some cases rules used are explicit, but in others, can only be classified as
theological, as no other classification seems satisfactory. Elsewhere, more than one exegetical
rule is employed in certain passages. All these betray the inconsistent application of the
translation techniques. Still further, the tendency to distill additional meanings from the
redundant words, the retrojection of rabbinic opinions into the biblical narrative, and the
contemporization of persons and places shows that “there is no fast or easy way to apply a given
set of hermeneutical rules.”110
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Willem F. Smelik, Targum Judges (Leiden: Brill, 1995).
“Such a tool was found to be indispensable for a systematic analysis of the Hebrew-Aramaic
equivalents, and the evaluation of deviations from standard translations in the light of other exegetical traditions.”
Smelik, Targum Judges, 323. See also note 63.
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at 14, 15.
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Despite that, Smelik does provide a useful list of bibliographical references on translation
techniques111 as well as a list of eighteen “hermeneutical rules” summarized from previous
research.112 This list, though not innovative, is useful for the present study as it does provide a
convenient reference to those techniques discussed before. Thus, it deserves some elaboration.
1) Associative translation: The translation of two distinct passages in the MT is made
identical, based on one of the passages.
2) Complementary translation: The translation of two distinct passages in the MT reflects
the wording of both original passages.
3) Harmonization: The apparent contradiction of two or more passages will be harmonized
by a new element.
4) Simplification: A single Aramaic equivalent is used to translate a variety of Hebrew
expressions.
5) Double translation: A certain unclear Hebrew word or phrase is translated two or three
times.
6) Paronomasia: A different vocalization is sometimes presupposed and admissible in the
translation.
7) Etymological association: A Hebrew word is translated based on another word, which is
etymologically related to the original.
8) Metathesis: There are instances of translation, which reflect the Hebrew consonants but
in a different order.
9) Realistic substitution of metaphors: This is to substitute the (supposed) meaning of a
metaphor for the metaphor itself.
10) Extended simile: This is the extension of a simile with an object that explains the simile.
11) Converse translation: A deliberate translation aims to reverse the sense of the Hebrew in
order to avoid a seemingly unacceptable concept or implication.
12) Actualization: Geographical and ethnic names are often contemporized, and prophecies
are applied to current events.
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13) Diversification of parallelism: This is to render the second part of a parallelism different
from the first part.
14) Gematria: The translation may accidently reflect the value of the consonants of a Hebrew
word.
15) Reverential translation: The translation tends to use stock phrases to tone down
anthropomorphic description of God.
16) Halakhic adjustment: The translation will make adjustments to those MT statements that
seem to transgress current rabbinic halakhah.
17) Exculpation and inculpation: The translation will mitigate the original text that appears to
tarnish the pious image of biblical heroes.
18) Onomastics: Anonymous protagonists in the Bible are identified with its main characters.
Lastly, Smelik deals at some length with the targumic treatment of anthropomorphisms in
which he disagrees with Klein on several issues. First, Smelik rejects Klein’s claim that totally
dismisses anthropomorphisms as a targumic concern.113 Next, concerning Klein’s view that
attributes the problem of the inconsistency in the treatment of anti-anthropomorphism to two
schools of Tannaitic exegetes, i.e. the literal and the allegorical interpretation of
anthropomorphisms, Smelik refutes by stating that “there is no clear-cut division” between the
two Tannaitic schools as both schools seemed to employ both literal and allegorical
interpretation.114 Lastly, while Klein sees anti-anthropomorphisms as the later/newer layer of
interpretation, Smelik counters that the original anti-anthropomorphic tendency may have
gradually declined under the influence of the unrestrained use of anthropomorphisms in rabbinic
literature. 115
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Heidi M. Szpek

Two monographs on the translation techniques in the Peshitta might provide further insights into
understanding the translation techniques in the TJer. The first monograph is a doctoral
dissertation by Heidi M. Szpek. Szpek develops a model, which is called the translation
technique model, to study the translation techniques in the Peshitta to Job.116 This model, based
on both biblical and linguistic studies, aims to describe the process of translation as well as to
evaluate an already existing translation (the target text) in comparison with the MT (the source
text) to discern the various translation techniques employed by the translators. 117 The premise of
the translation technique model is that “the act of translation can be conceptualized as a
systematic process involving four interconnected components,” namely, Elements of translation,
Adjustment, Motivation, and Effect on meaning.118
Elements of translation refers to each individual element or item (the smallest unit of a
translation) that is deemed to have been changed by the translator.119 Four main linguistic areas
are analyzed under this section- grammar, semantics, syntax, and style. Each of these four
elements is then analyzed for the type of adjustment made (second components), for the
motivation of adjustment made (third component), and for the effect on meaning (fourth
component).
Adjustment examines the changes that occur to an element of translation in its
transference from source to target language.120 These changes can be universally oriented (i.e.
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Heidi M. Szpek, Translation Technique in the Peshitta to Job: A Model for Evaluating a Text with
Documentation from the Peshitta to Job (SBL DS 137; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992).
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additions, omissions, substitution, harmonization, and clarification), syntactically oriented (i.e.
transposition, and redivision) or semantically oriented (i.e. generalization, specification,
contextual translation, interpretation, and lexical leveling).
Motivation, as can be deduced from the target source, pertains to the underlying reason or
cause that results in an adjustment to an element of translation.121 Three groups of motivation are
identified, namely, linguistically driven (e.g., language difference, linguistic interference, aural
error), contextually driven (e.g., intra-/inter-verse influence, parallel verse influence, implicit to
explicit exegesis, ambiguity, redundancy), and culturally driven (e.g., ideology). Also,
motivation can be intentional or unintentional, which sometimes is difficult to classify
objectively. Intentional motivation refers to the adjustment that is consciously and deliberately
made by the translator, while unintentional motivation indicates that the translator was ignorant
of such adjustment.
Lastly, effect on meaning aims to evaluate how an adjustment has affected the meaning
of the target text.122 Two subcategories are elaborated under this heading: meaning relation and
perspective. Meaning relation is concerned with the semantic relationship that arises between the
source text and the target text for each item translated. Five types of meaning relations are
discussed: clarity, ambiguity, synonymy, antithesis, and innovation. The second subheading,
perspective, refers to three types of point of view from which an effect on meaning is classified,
namely, reader/aural recipient, translator, and evaluator.
Szpek has clearly stated at the onset that her translation model can also be applied to
other ancient translation works, such as the Targumim and the LXX.123 The subcategories listed
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under the four major components are those unique to the Peshitta to Job; and thus, they are not
exhaustive and are expandable according to the different translation characteristics occurred in
different books, e.g., actualization, metathesis, converse translation, anti-anthropomorphism, and
so on. Although Szpek’s methodology in her categorization of grammatical elements does not
escape criticism,124 her detailed approach to analyzing the various types of divergence and
alteration between the MT and the Peshitta in Job has provided a comprehensive and systematic
model for analyzing ancient translations of the Bible.

Gillian Greenberg

The second monograph on translation techniques in the Peshitta is entitled Translation
Technique in the Peshitta to Jeremiah by Gillian Greenberg in her monograph, which is a
reportedly complete study of the translation technique in PJer. 125 Unlike Szpek, who develops a
model for evaluation, Greenberg analyzes the translation technique in the PJer by using the three
components postulated by Emanuel Tov for the LXX: 1) the characteristic approach of the
translator to his source text; 2) the co-operation between translators and the use of earlier
grammatical categories; and 3) the revisional works by later scribes on the original translation.126
Greenberg devotes thirteen chapters to discussing various translation techniques
employed in the PJer, a result “obtained by word-for -word comparison of the source document
and translation throughout the 1364 verses of the book.”127 These chapters include, among
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others, sense of the Hebrew, additions, lexical equivalents, duplicate passages, the work of
scribes, and difficult Hebrew. Her analysis demonstrates that the translator always conveyed the
sense of the Hebrew correctly, which shows a movement away from a Temple-based religion to
one that had to be practiced in exile, and had a diminishing emphasis on sacrifice. This
eventually led to a focus on faith and hope, instead of external observance of their belief.128
On additions, three types of deliberate additions are employed to “put a high value on
immediate accessibility” to the Hebrew text whose meanings sometimes are hidden.129 This
phenomenon suggests that the translator did not constrain himself by the rule of quantitative
literalism. Similarly, on the selection of lexical equivalents, Greenberg finds that the translator
also was not bound to use a consistent choice of equivalents, which would characterize a literal
translation.130
Concerning the duplicate passages, Greenberg warns of a false impression of
influence.131 She argues that identical translations of non-identical Hebrew phrases might not
have been influenced by the Hebrew of other passages, but by the translation itself for the sake of
clarification or grammatical consistencies. Greenberg concludes that in PJer, “the translations of
the duplicate passages are more often independent of one another.”132
In the chapter concerning the work of the scribes, Greenberg argues that certain features
which characterize translation techniques are indeed “revisional activity” by scribes at a later
stage.133 These scribes tend to emend to improve the translation as they felt obliged to bring

128

Greenberg, Translation Technique, 26–31, at 27.
Greenberg, Translation Technique, 32–33.
130
Greenberg, Translation Technique, 46–56, at 56.
131
Greenberg, Translation Technique, 74–75.
132
Greenberg notes, “This evidence of independence falls into three principal categories: the precise
rendering of passages of non-identical Hebrew; the independent choice of lexical equivalents; and the adherence to
differing degrees of literalness.” 77
133
Greenberg, Translation Technique, 126–27.
129

37
clarity and grammatical consistency to it. To them, “accessibility and intelligibility were more
important than fidelity to the original Hebrew.” Thus, as Greenberg avers, “translation
technique” is an ambiguous term, “for it encompasses an indefinable proportion of ‘revision
technique.’”134
Greenberg devotes the last four chapters to dealing with obscure Hebrew.135 She notes
that to translate obscure Hebrew, the translators of the Peshitta might resort to any one of the
following approaches: making reference to the LXX, using guesswork, making reference to other
biblical passages, mimicking the sound of the Hebrew word, or using an atomistic translation.
In sum, Greenberg holds that the “literalness” of PJer was preserved by the translators
only in its sense of the Vorlage and structure, but not in other aspects, such as free lexical
equivalents, deliberate additions, elimination of grammatical inconsistency and logical
imprecision, and the change of word order. 136 Greenberg concludes that given the homogeneity
of the translation, despite the heterogeneity of the Hebrew, the whole Peshitta of Jeremiah is the
work of not more than one translator.137

Conclusion

To sum up, the scholarly works that have been reviewed above have contributed valuable
insights on the translation techniques employed both in the Greco-Roman and targumic
literature, which altogether will help, from the underlying principles, in understanding the
interpretative characteristics of the Targum of Jeremiah. The works of Brock and Barr,
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undeniably, become a perfect starting point for us to understand the basic translation
characteristics in the ancient works. Brock’s identification of two categories of translation
techniques, literal translation and free translation, becomes the most fundamental division in all
the subsequent works in the field of targumic studies.138 Alexander’s theory of Two-Targum,
Type A and Type B Targum, is clearly a revised and refined version of Brock’s work, especially
in the targumic contexts.139 Brock’s work, together with Alexander’s, equips us with the most
basic ability to discern the literal and paraphrastic translation of the Targumim in general and the
TJer in particular.
On the other hand, Barr cautions us not to rest content with the traditional dichotomy of
literal and free translation.140 Not only can a translation in antiquity be literal and free at the same
time, a truly free translation in modern sense barely existed in antiquity, or in ancient biblical
translation. For this reason, instead of differentiating between free and literal translation, he
focuses on the discussions on variations within the literal translation. He reminds that we need to
identify varying degrees of literalism on different levels in the translation. His detailed
discussions on the six categories for discerning the differences between a more literal and a less
literal translation have unquestionably broadened our understanding of “variations within a
basically literal approach.”141 The work of Brock and Barr, en masse, furnishes us with the most
fundamental understanding of the translation techniques in antiquity, which in varying degrees
characterizes that in the TJer.
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Frankel’s article is seminal especially in the discussions of the translation techniques and
paraphrases of TJ and has a direct bearing upon this study.142 Though his discussion is in no way
systematic and complete, he has identified at least fifteen translation techniques employed by the
meturgeman to render the books of the Latter Prophets. For each technique discussed he
substantiates with numerous biblical examples to help understand how each technique works.
Most importantly, those techniques that occur in the book of Jeremiah, though incomplete, do
shed light on the research of this study.
In contrast to Frankel, Churgin’s monumental work provides a more systematic analysis
of the exegetical principles of TJ, in which four different translation methods are identified: the
allegorical, the metaphorical, the exegetical complement and the lexical method.143 The first two
methods enable us to comprehend how figures of speech are treated in the Targumim, and this is
especially illuminating as the TJer is replete with metaphors and similes. The exegetical
complement, which is used to fill the lacuna in the poetic texts to make the original texts more
intelligible, provides us some basic understanding of the paraphrastic changes made in the poetic
section of the Jeremianic text. Lastly, the lexical method teaches us how a word or an expression
is rendered in the Targum, not with its surface meaning but its underlying meaning suggested by
its contexts. Though the discussions of this method are rather brief, Churgin’s categorization of
the translation methods enables us to conceive a more systematic understanding of the translation
techniques used in the TJ, apart from the work of Frankel.
Alexander Sperber’s contribution to the targumic study is unprecedented, especially the
four volumes of the texts of the Aramaic Bible, which have been chosen as base text for many
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targumic projects.144 His compilation of translation techniques, in particular those used in the
TJer, though without further discussions, provides us with rich resource materials that are erudite
and informative. His list broadens our understanding on how the meturgeman deals with
different kinds of materials of the Hebrew texts, such as anthropomorphisms, figurative speech,
contemporization, etc.
While the above-mentioned scholars help us see the forest, the following scholars prepare
us to study the trees in more detail. Michael Klein’s works, especially the three related articles
discussed above, are very influential and could hardly be omitted in any serious work in the
field.145 His article on the anthropomorphisms corrects us from the traditional view that antianthropomorphisms are not a norm that is consistently practiced in the Targumim. His study on
the associative translation is novel and betrays how complex the process of translation could be.
The article on the converse translation, a unique translation technique in the Targum, is very
illuminating and informative and makes us be more observant of such practices in the TJer.
The publication of the 22-volume Aramaic Bible series has no doubt provided the most
updated resources in the targumic studies in English. The 12th volume on the Targum of
Jeremiah by Robert Hayward is of foremost importance to this study.146 Hayward not only
provides the most current translation in English, but also the rich critical apparatus and notes.
What is lacking in this volume is the systematic categorization of various prominent themes in
the TJer, a lacuna that has inspired and brought about the writing of this study.
Two other works in the Peshitta study, though are not in the targumic studies, are of
relevance to this study. In her study of the Peshitta to Job, Heidi M. Szpek develops a model,
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consisting of four major components, that can be used to evaluate the process of translation of
the PJob and the various translation techniques used in the translation.147 Systematically, this
model first helps up to identify what are the basic elements of translation; then it explains the
changes that occur to each of this element in the transference from source to target language. The
model proceeds to analyze the underlying reasons or causes that give rise to the adjustments. A
final step is to evaluate how an adjustment has affected the meaning of the target text. This
model provides an overall view of a complete translation process as well as a better
understanding of the various elements and procedures involved in the process. Though this study
does not apply Szpek’s model to the TJer, her work will still become an important reference to
this research.
Last but not least, the monograph on the translation technique in the Peshitta to Jeremiah
by Gillian Greenberg.148 Unlike Szpek, who utilizes an external model to evaluate the text,
Gillian summarizes from the text, after her word-to-word comparison between the two sources,
various translation techniques employed in the text. Her full-length study of a particular
technique in each chapter, substantiated with a great number of verses from Jeremiah, does shed
new light on the understanding of the translation techniques in the TJer.
All in all, it is not the purpose of this study to produce a new model to evaluate the
translation techniques of the TJer. Instead, the abovementioned studies on the targumic
translation techniques will serve as background for developing the categories relevant to the
TJer, through word-to-word comparison between the Hebrew and the Aramaic texts, in order to
analyze and evaluate the translation characteristics of the TJer.
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CHAPTER THREE

SUMMARY OF TYPES OF CHANGES1

Targum Jonathan of the Former Prophets had gone through a very long and complicated process
of translation before attaining its extant form– a word-for-word literal rendering so skillfully
interwoven with the additional interpretive material. It contains many changes that are motivated
by various kinds of reason or cause, such as language difference, correction, rabbinic ideology,
theology, and textual difficulty. The large number of changes made in the translational process of
the TJer, in words, phrases, or sentences, would go beyond the scope of this study to examine all
of them. The discussion presented in the chapter is the result obtained by a word-for-word
comparison between the Hebrew and the Aramaic text. They are representative categories that
represent the most common changes that are found in the TJer, and best reflect its characteristics
as well as the translation techniques used in the TJer.
In order to facilitate reading, the findings will be grouped according to these categories:
(1) changes intended to clarify the meaning of Hebrew text, such as making the subject or the
object explicit; (2) changes intended to explain the meaning of the text, such as paraphrastic

1
In this study, all translations of the MT are mine. Unless otherwise noted, all translations of the TJer are
taken from Hayward’s Targum Jeremiah; those of the LXX from The Lexham English Septuagint, and those of PJer
from Holy Bible: From the Ancient Eastern Text (George M. Lamsa’s Translation from the Aramaic of the Peshitta),
with close reference to The Aramaic-English Interlinear Peshitta Old Testament (David Bauscher, The AramaicEnglish Interlinear Peshitta Old Testament [New South Wales, AUS: Lulu, 2015]). The number of occurrences of a
Hebrew or Aramaic word or phrase is generated by Logos Bible Software 7.
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additions; (3) changes resulting from Rabbinic influences; and (4) others in which it is not clear
whether the motivation is clarification or explanation. This categorization, however, is not
without subjectivity and overlapping.

Changes Intended to Clarify the Meaning of Hebrew Text

Six categories are grouped and discussed under this subheading, which include addition,
substitution, grammatical change, question resolved to affirmative statement, interpreting
difficult Hebrew, and making vague expression clearer.

Addition

Besides rendering the Hebrew text literally [in a highly literal fashion], the meturgeman often
expands the literal rendering with new materials or “additions” in order to produce a translation
that is intelligible to the audiences and consistent with the rabbinic ideology. These additions, be
it a letter, a word, a phrase, a sentence, or even a paragraph, are skillfully inserted into the literal
translation, without disturbing the original structure. Some additions, such as those added to fill
up the gaps left unexplained in the Hebrew text, would leave the meaning of the source text
unchanged; but some, such as those added to clarify the obscure Hebrew, would give a whole
new meaning to the target text.

Addition Supplying Subject or Object
5:3
MT
TJ

יהוה עיֹניך הלוא לאמוֹנה הכיתה אתם
[1] Oh Yahweh, your eyes, do they not [look for] faithfulness? [2] You have struck them,
יוי הלא ֹגלי קדמך לאיטבא לעבדי הימֹנותא רשיעיא אלקיתא יתהון
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O Lord, is it not revealed before you to do good to those who perform faithfulness? As
for the wicked, you punished them,

The object is identified. In the MT, the transition from the first colon to the second colon
is rather awkward and illogical. The rhetorical question in the first colon is expecting a positive
answer, but the next colon states that God has struck “them,” that is, those who are faithful to
him. To remove such awkward transition that could have created misunderstanding, especially in
the oral transmission of the Targum, the meturgeman aptly inserts “the wicked,” in a fronted
position, as the object of God’s punishment, in reference to the preceding verses.2 The same
object is also made explicit in 11:3.3

8:13
MT
TJ

ואתן להם יעברום
And [what] I gave to them will pass away.
על דיהבית להון אוריתי מסיֹני ועברו עלה
because I gave them my Law from Sinai, and they have transgressed it.
The object is indicated. In the MT, the meaning of the last colon of 8:13 ואתן להם יעברום

is uncertain and sometimes left untranslated.4 Even for those versions that include this colon, the
object of “to give” is left unspecific in their translation.5 The meturgeman attempts to resolve this
uncertainty by making two changes in this colon. He first specifies the object of “to give” as “my
Law from Sinai,” and then points out that “they [his people] have transgressed it [the Law].” The

In MT 25:31, “the wicked” is explicitly identified as the object of God’s punishment.
Other examples include 6:18 (know their sins), 10:18 (receive the punishment of their sins), 12:12 (kills
those who are gathered together), and 12:17 (receive instruction).
4
It is omitted by the LXX and by some commentators, e.g., J. A. Thompson, The Book of Jeremiah
(NICOT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980), 301, n.2. Commenting on 8:13, Holladay writes, “The first and last colon
of this verb [sic] are very difficult to interpret, and any understanding of them must be tentative; much of the
difficulty, it seems, revolves around the multiple meanings which the words carry.” William L. Holladay, Jeremiah
1, 283.
5
Only the Net Bible specifies the object of “gave” as “crops”: “The crops that I gave them will be taken
away.”
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changes made in this colon provide the reason for God’s punishment of his people in 8:13, viz.
violating the covenantal stipulations.

10:8
MT
TJ

ובאחת יבערו ויכסלו
And in one they are stupid and foolish,
וכחדא יחובון עממיא על דאיטפשו
So the nations shall incur guilt together because they have become foolish,

The subject is specified in the TJer. In the MT, it is unclear whether the subject refers to
“the nations” in general or “the wise people and kings” in particular, as both are mentioned in the
preceding verse. The TJer resolves this ambiguity by specifying the subject as “the nations” who
worshiped the valueless idols (10:2–5), which are incomparable to Yahweh, the only true and
great God (10:6–7).

50:5
MT

TJ

באו וֹנלוו אל־יהוה ברית עולם לא תשכח
They [the people of Israel and Judah] will come and join themselves to Yahweh [in] an
everlasting covenant [that] will not be forgotten.
ייתון ויתוספון על עמיה דיוי יֹגזר להון קים עלם דלא יפסוק
they shall come and be added to the people of the Lord. He shall make an everlasting
covenant for them which shall not come to an end.

The indirect object is added. The imprecision of the Hebrew may have motivated the
meturgeman to render a clearer translation by turning it into two complete sentences, as well as
providing an indirect object  להוןfor the covenant made by the Lord, through which the people of
Israel and Judah are added to the Lord.
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Addition Identifying Speaker or Addressee
God as Speaker – 12:5
Jer 11:18–12:6 is widely known as the first of Jeremiah’s confessions, which consists of
two major parts: 11:18–23 and 12:1–6. In the second part of this confession, though the speakers
are not explicitly stated, one could derive from the context that 12:1–14 is Jeremiah’s complaint
to Yahweh concerning the prosperity of the wicked; and 12:5–6 is Yahweh’s response to
Jeremiah. The implicitness of the speaker is made explicit in the Targum to avoid any confusion
to the audience, in which an additional clause indicating the speaker is inserted at the beginning
of v. 5, namely, “This is the reply [of Yahweh] to Jeremiah the prophet concerning his petition.”

Jeremiah as Speaker6 – 31:26
Contextually, 31:26 belongs to the larger unit that begins at v. 23, a unit that describes
God’s promise for the restoration of Judah after her return from exile. Based on its content,
31:23–25 is spoken by God as indicated by the messenger formula at the beginning of v. 23;
whereas the change in content in v. 26, “I awoke and looked,” undoubtedly points to a different
speaker. However, scholarly views diverge as to who the speaker is in v. 26: God,7 Jeremiah,8
the people of God,9 or the editor of the book of Jeremiah.10 This ambiguity is clarified in the TJer

6

See also 8:22–23.
Barbara A. Bozak, Life ‘Anew’: A Literary-Theological Study of Jer. 30–31 (Roma: Editrice Pontificio
Istituto Biblico, 1991), 110–14.
8
F. B. Huey, Jeremiah, Lamentations (NAC 16; Nashville: Broadman & Holman, 1993), 278; Jack
Lundbom, Jeremiah 1–20 (AB 21A; Doubleday: New York, 1999), 458. Lundbom argues that the speaker of v.26
has to be the prophet whose “dream of a restored Jerusalem and Judah was a pleasant one, and upon waking,
Jeremiah was faced with a harsher reality, making the dream all the more sweet.”
9
NET; Terence E. Fretheim, Jeremiah (SHBC; Macon, GA: Smyth & Helwys, 2002), 439; Gerald L.
Keown, Pamela J. Scalise and Thomas G. Smothers, Jeremiah 26-52 (WBC 27; Dallas, TX: Word, 1998), 129.
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Holladay writes, “This short gloss again seems to have originated at the close of the sixth century.”
Holladay, Jeremiah 2, 154, n. a; Thompson, Jeremiah, 577; McKane, Jeremiah 2, 811.
7
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with the insertion of the phrase “The prophet says” at the beginning of v. 26, evidently affirming
that v. 26 is spoken by the prophet Jeremiah.11

Jerusalem as Speaker12 – 51:34
In Chapters 50 and 51, two major themes concerning Babylon’s coming destruction and
Judah’s redemption are intricately woven together. Thus, the sudden and unmarked shifts of
speaker and addressee often complicate the reading of these two chapters. For this reason, the
phrase  אמרת ירושלםor “Jerusalem said” is inserted at the beginning of v. 34 to indicate that this
verse and the following verse are spoken by the same speaker, viz. the personified Jerusalem or
the inhabitants of Zion.

The prophet/Jeremiah as Addressee – 5:7
Though no consensus has been reached as to how to divide Chapter 5 of the book of
Jeremiah, the speakers for the first six verses are indisputably clear, namely, vv. 1–2 are spoken
by God so as to challenge Jeremiah, while vv. 3–6 show Jeremiah’s response to God, attested by
the addressee “the Lord.” The change in content in v. 7, “How can I forgive you?” implies a shift
in speaker back to God, as obviously, only God can forgive.

According to B.D. Chilton, the recurrent incipit formula “the prophet said” is added by the meturgeman
to emphasize that what follows represents “the contemporary voice of prophecy,” so as to claim a quasi-prophetic
status for himself. This view, however, has been refuted by Robert P. Gordon who argues that the formula is added
“to provide guidance for the hearer or reader of Targum.” For Gordon’s full argument, please see Robert. P. Gordon,
“Targum as Midrash: Contemporization in the Targum to the Prophets” in Proceedings of the Ninth World Congress
of Jewish Studies, ed. Moshe H. Goshen-Gottstein and David Assaf (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1988): 61–73, at 64–66.
12
See also 8:21; 31:3.
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This implied speaker is made explicit in the Targum with the insertion of the speaker and
the addressee, as well as the indirect addressee, at the beginning of v. 7, “O prophet, say to her:
‘O assembly of Israel …”

Jerusalem as (indirect) Addressee – 2:19
In Chapter 2, Jeremiah was commanded by God to proclaim to Judah concerning its
apostasy (vv. 4–13) and the catastrophic consequences (vv. 14–19). This prophetic oracle is
enveloped by the messenger formula, “Thus says the Lord” at v. 4, and the divine utterance
formula, “declares Yahweh,” at the end of v. 19.
In the Aramaic translation, at the end of the third colon of v. 19, the (indirect) addressee
“Jerusalem” is added, which stands in apposition to the pronoun “you”: “And know and see that
I will bring evil and bitterness upon you, O Jerusalem.” The addition of “Jerusalem” not only
reminds the audience to whom Jeremiah is commanded to speak, but also forms a chiastic
structure for the whole section of vv. 2–19 with the term “Jerusalem” that already appears in v.2
“the people who are in Jerusalem.”

The Assembly of Israel as (Indirect) Addressee13 - 2:24
In 2:20–28, Judah was accused of his insatiable desires for going after foreign gods. He
was depicted as a wild donkey in heat in v. 24, going about to satisfy its lustful desires. To avoid
such indecent and sexually-loaded language, the meturgeman dissolves the improper metaphor
by interpreting, based on the term שוב, the phrase “who can turn her away” in v. 24 as “thus the
assembly of Israel has rebelled and strayed from the Law, and does not wish to return.”

13

See also 5:7; 31:13, 21.
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By inserting the (indirect) addressee, which is not found in the original text, the
meturgeman patently regards Judah’s going after foreign gods was an act of rebellion against the
Law. Despite God’s warning, he still refused to return from his apostasy.
In addition to the above, two longer passages, with regard to the identification of the
speakers, will be briefly discussed below.

4:19–22
MT 4:19–22 is one of the few passages, in which the speakers are extremely difficult to
ascertain. Four proposals by various scholars have been given to resolve this problem:14 (1) vv.
19–22 [by Jeremiah]; (2) vv. 19–21[by Jeremiah], v. 22 [by God];15 (3) vv. 19–22 [by God]; and
(4) vv. 19–21 (Zion or Judah), v. 22 [by God]. Yet, no conclusive outcomes have been reached.
Driven by such ambiguity, the meturgeman adds “ אמר ֹנביאthe prophet said” at the
beginning of v. 19, clearly indicating that vv. 19–21 are words spoken by the prophet (using the
first singular pronoun). However, no speaker’s name is explicitly mentioned at the beginning of
v. 22, only leaving the listeners to determine from the context (i.e. “they do not learn the
knowledge of my fear” = “they do not learn to know me [God]”) that the speaker for v. 22 should
be God.16

Marjo C.A. Korpel, “Who is Speaking in Jeremiah 4:19–22? The contribution of Unit Delimitation to an
Old Problem,” VT 59 (2009): 88-98.
15
This is the most common view and reflected in most of the English translations, which isolates v. 22
from the preceding verses with quotation marks, indicating that vv. 19–21 are spoken by the prophet and v. 22 by
God.
16
In his translation, Hayward intentionally marks out v.22 from the preceding and the following verses
with quotation marks, indicating that it is spoken not by the same speaker but by a different speaker, that is, God. On
the contrary, Korpel views differently that the Targum seems to take the whole of Jer 4:19–26 as the words of
Jeremiah as it does not specify the speaker of v.22. Korpel, “Who is Speaking,” 90.
14
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8:18–23 [Eng 9:1]
The question of who is speaking in 8:18–23 [9:1] is one of the most confusing and
debated issues in the Jeremiah study. A cursory look at the table below would betray the
complexity in identifying the speakers in this passage.

Verse
18

Lundbom17

Holladay18

Biddle19

Henderson20

TJer
a–God
b–Jer
a–Jer
b–People
c–God

Jer

Jer

God

People

Unmarked

a/b–Jer for
the People
c–God

a–Jer
b–People
c–God

a–God
b–People
c–God

a–Jer
b–God
c–God

Unmarked

20

Jer for the
People

People

People

People

Marked

The Assembly
of Israel

21

Jer

Jer

God

Jer

Marked

Jerusalem

22

Jer

a–God
b–Jer

a–People
b–God

Jer

Marked

Jer

23
[9:1]

Jer

Jer

God

Jer

Unmarked

Jer

19

In general, Lundbom’s view represents the most common view of who is speaking in this
passage. However, the vast differences among the scholars, as shown above, only reflect the
complexity of this issue, which remains unsolved until today.21

Lundbom claims that “Modern commentators, for the most part, recognized Yahweh as being the speaker
in 19c and Jeremiah the speaker in 21.” He also avers that Jeremiah, not Yahweh, is the speaker of 18:22–23[9:1].
Lundbom, Jeremiah 1–20, 528–530, 535. See also McKane, Jeremiah 1, 193.
18
Holladay, Jeremiah 1, 287–288.
19
M. Biddle, Polyphony and Symphony in Prophetic Literature- Reading Jeremiah 7–20 (Macon, GA:
Mercer University Press, 1996), 29–30.
20
Joseph M. Henderson, “Who Weeps in Jeremiah VIII 23 (IX 1)? Identifying Dramatic Speakers in the
Poetry of Jeremiah,” VT 52 (2002): 191–206, at 205–06.
21
Unlike many commentators who are hesitant to ascribe grief and hurt to God due to theological reasons,
Fretheim considers God as the speaker of most of these verses, except v. 19b and v. 20, which are clearly spoken by
the people. Fretheim remarks, “[R]eaders are not asked to make a sharp distinction between the voice of prophet and
the voice of God in these and other lamenting texts; in them we can hear the language of both … Yet, the voice of
God is primary; if Jeremiah speaks these words, it is because God first speaks them. The lamenting prophet
embodies the words of a lamenting God.” See Fretheim, Jeremiah, 148, 152-55. Craigie, Kelly and Drinkard
consider the whole passage of 8:18-23 as Jeremiah’s lament over the coming invasion, with a quote from the people,
“Is the Lord not in Zion? Is her King not in her?” Peter C. Craigie, Page H. Kelly and Joel F. Drinkard, Jeremiah 1–
25 (WBC 26; Dallas: Word Books, 1982), 136, 139–40.
17
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For the Aramaic translation, however, the Targum has partially solved this problem as
three of the six verses in the passages are marked with speakers, that is, “the Assembly of Israel”
for v. 20, “Jerusalem” for v. 21 and “Jeremiah” for v. 22. For the unmarked verses (vv. 18, 19,
23), one still would have to determine the speakers based on their content; again, subjectivity is
inevitable. For v. 18, the first half of this verse should be spoken by God as only God can “bring
weariness and groaning” on his people, and this leads to Jeremiah’s mourning in the second part
of this verse. For the next verse, given the literalness of the translation, the speakers should be as
the same as those suggested by Lundbom. For v. 23 [9:1], it should be viewed as a continuation
from the preceding verse; thus, Jeremiah is the unmarked speaker.

Addition of Adjective
4:18

“ דרכך ומעלליךYour way and your deeds” is rendered as אורחתך בישתא ועובדך מקלקליא
“Your evil ways and your corrupt deeds,” with the addition of an adjective to each of the
noun. The adjectives are added to explain that it is Judah’s behaviors that brought the
punitive judgment upon themselves, as depicted in 4:15–17.22

5:1

“ אם־יש עשה משפטif there is one who does justice” becomes “ אם אית עביד דין דקשֹוטif
there is anyone who does true justice [lit. justice of truth],” in which an adjective is
added to qualify the noun “justice.”23

Elsewhere, Glanz provides some insights on how to deal with grammatical incongruence and shifts with
regard to person, number, and gender in the prophetic books. See Oliver Glanz, Understanding ParticipantReference Shifts in the Book of Jeremiah: A Study of Exegetical Method and Its Consequences for the Interpretation
of Referential Incoherence (SSN 60; Leiden: Brill, 2013).
22
Similar example can be found in 15:7.
23
See 5:4, 5, 28; 7:5; 9:23; 22:15; 23:5; 33:15. Churgin notes, “the targumist adds  דקשוטwhen  משפטis the
object עשה, did, or when this is understood by the targumist to be implied (Jerem, 5:45).” Churgin, Targum
Jonathon, 117. See also Hayward, Targum Jeremiah, 63, n. 2.
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Addition of Noun modifier
10:2
MT
TJ

ומאתות השמים אל־תחתו
And do not be dismayed by the signs of the heavens,
ומאתון דמשתֹנין בשמיא לא תתברון
and do not be troubled at the signs which are changed in the heavens;
In the TJer, the word “signs” is expanded with a noun modifier to emphasize the ever-

changing and unpredictable nature of the heavenly signs. This is in sharp contrast with the
immutability of God who controls all the celestial phenomena.

13:9
MT
TJ

ככה אשחית את־ֹגאון יהודה ואת־ֹגאון ירושלם הרב
This is how I will destroy the pride of Judah and the great pride of Jerusalem
כדין אחביל ית תקוף אֹנש יהודה וית תקוף יתבי ירושלם דהוה סֹגי
In this way I will destroy the strength of the men of Judah and the strength of the
inhabitants of Jerusalem, which was great.

In the MT,  הרבis an attributive adjective with a definite article modifying the noun ֹגאון
“pride,” which has been turned into a relative clause “ דהוה סֹגיwhich was great” in its Aramaic
counterpart.24

Addition of Relative Clause
5:1225
MT וחרב ורעב לוא ֹנראה
And we will not see sword and famine.
TJer ודקטלין בחרבא וכפֹנא לא ֹנחזי
nor shall we see those who kill with the sword, and the famine.
24
The LXX has quite similar reading as the TJer, but assigns the last phrase to the following verse: “9So I
will destroy the insolence of Judah and the insolence of Jerusalem, 10 this great insolence, those who are unwilling
to listen to my words …” [bold mine]
25
See also 17; 9:16; 14:13; 18:21; 24:10; 25:16, 27, 29; 29:17; 31:2, 24; 33:4; 48:2; 49:37; 50:35, 36, 37.
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In this verse and those stated in the footnote, the biblical metaphor of “ חרבsword”26 is
given its concrete meaning “ ודקטלין בחרבאand those who kill with the sword.”
In TJer 24:10, the verb וַּ ֲאֹגָּ ֵרי, which is rendered by Hayward as “and I will thrust” from
the root “ ֹגריto thrust,” 27 is translated by Smolar and Aberbach as “and I will hire” from the root
“ אֹגרto hire.”28 Based on the latter interpretation, “those who killed with the sword” could refer
to mercenaries, who were recruited by God, as the Roman monarchs, to fight against his
enemies.

31:2
MT

TJ

כה אמר יהוה מצא חן במדבר עם שרידי חרב הלוך להרֹגיעו ישראל
Thus says the Lord, “The people who survived the sword found grace in the wilderness;
when Israel went to find rest.
כדֹנן אמר יוי דיהב רחמין לעמא דאסיק ממצרים סופיק צורכיהון במדברא כד הוו כד מערקין מן
קדם דקטלין בחרבא דבר במימריה לאשראה בית ֹניחא ישראל
Thus says the Lord, who gave mercy to the people whom he brought up from Egypt,
supplying their needs in the wilderness when they were there, when they were fleeing
from before those who kill with the sword, leading them by his Memra to make them
dwell in a place of ease, even Israel.

In the MT, the poetic passage found in 31:2–6 is spoken by the Lord, indicated by the
messenger formula “Thus says the Lord” at the beginning of v. 2. Thus, God’s speech begins
right after the messenger formula.29 In the TJer, however, the meturgeman turns the whole

In the book of Jeremiah, besides its literal meaning, “sword” is often metaphorical for destructive forces
of all kinds, i.e. military weapons (5:17); war or battle (14:15; 25:16; 34:4; 43:11); military invasion of the
Babylonians (33:4); enemy armies (47:6); the armies of the Babylonians (48:2); and the armies of Medo-Persia
(50:35–37; cf. 50:3).
27
Hayward, Targum Jeremiah, 115, n.2
28
Leivy Smolar and Moses Aberbach, Studies in Targum Jonathan to the Prophets (New York: Ktav Pub.
House: 1984), 97.
29
For the LXX, though v.2 is the word of God, it has different reading: “This is what the Lord said: ‘I
found him warm in the desert with those who had been destroyed by the sword.’”
26
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speech in v. 2 after the messenger formula into a long expanded relative clause in reference to
God and to what God had done for the Israelites when he led them out of Egypt and into the
promised land, that is, supplying their needs and leading them to dwell in a place of ease. God
only began to speak at v. 3. The meaning of the Hebrew text that refers to Israel’s exodus from
Egypt must have triggered the addition of the relative clause, which serves as a rhetorical
purpose for the meturgeman to remind his audiences that Yahweh is not only the God of the old
exodus but also the God of the new exodus, which he has promised to the exiles in the Babylon
in the Book of Comfort (chs 30-33).

Addition of Conjunctive Adverbs
5:12

“ ולא־תבוא עליֹנו רעהand evil will not come upon us” is rendered ואף לא תיתי עלֹנא בשתא
“and moreover, evil will not come upon us.”

Addition Specifying Purpose
1:18
MT

TJ

ֹנתתיך היום לעיר מבצר ולעמוד ברזל ולחמות ֹנחשת על־כל־הארץ
I have made you today as a fortified city and as a pillar of iron and as walls of bronze
against all the land,
יהבתך יומא דין תקיף כקריה כריכא וכעמוד דברזל וכשור דֹנחש לאשקאה כס דלוט לכל יתבי ארעא
I have made you today as strong as a fortified city, and like a pillar of iron, and like a
bronze wall, so that you may give a cup of cursing to drink to all the inhabitants of the
land,
In the MT, when God called Jeremiah to be the prophet to all nations, he promised to

make him as impenetrable as a fortified city and as indestructible as an iron pillar against the
whole land. This promise of God is expanded in the TJer with an adverbial clause specifying
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God’s purpose in doing so, that is, to make the nations to drink the cup of cursing, one of the
many recurring themes in the Targum of Jeremiah.

1:19
MT
TJ

וֹנלחמו אליך
And they will fight against you,
ויהון דיֹנין ומֹגיחין לקבלך למסתר ית פתֹגמי ֹנבואתך
And they will dispute and fight before you so as to destroy the words of your
prophecy,

Throughout his ministry, Jeremiah has again and again encountered many powerful
opponents, such as kings, officials, and priests, who have relentlessly fought against him, as
explicitly mentioned by God in his calling of Jeremiah. In the TJer, the translation is expanded
with an adverbial clause, specifying the purpose of his opponents’ fighting against Jeremiah, that
is, to destroy the words of God prophesized by him.

47:3
MT
TJ

לא־הפֹנו אבות אל־בֹנים
the fathers do not turn back for [their] children,
לא מתפֹנן אבהן לרחמא על בֹנין
the fathers do not turn to have mercy on the children,
In the MT, the purpose of the fathers’ turning in the midst of warfare is not explicitly

specified, though it is not too difficult to deduce from the context. The TJer solves this problem
by inserting an infinitival clause to specify the purpose of the fathers’ turning, that is, to show
mercy to their children.30

30

Several English versions are indeed aware of the ambiguity in the original Hebrew, thereby providing a
qualifying infinitival clause to resolve the issue, i.e. “Fathers will not turn to help their children” (NIV), “They will
not turn back to save their children” (NET) [bold mine].
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Addition Specifying Reason
2:12
MT
TJ

שמו שמים על־זאת ושערו חרבו מאד
Be appalled, O heavens, at this, and shudder, be utterly desolate.
אתאבלו שמיא על כדין על ארעא דישראל דעתידא למחרב ועל בית מקדשא דעתיד לאצטדאה ועל
דעובדין בישין עבדו עמי לחדא
Mourn, O heavens, because of this, because of the land of Israel which is to be wasted,
and because of the Sanctuary which is to be made desolate, and because my people
have done evil deeds to excess.

Due to the apostasy of the unfaithful Israel as depicted in MT 2:4–13, the heavens, which
are summoned to be God’s witness in 2:12, are to be appalled and shuddered. This brief Hebrew
verse has been considerably expanded in the TJer, in which three prepositional clauses are
appended to explicitly indicate the reasons why the heavens, summoned to be God’s witness, are
to mourn for Israel’s apostasy: (1) because the land of Israel will become wasteland; (2) because
God’s sanctuary will be made desolate; and (3) because God’s people have committed evil
deeds.

8:22
MT
TJ

מדוע לא עלתה ארכת בת־עמי
Why then has not the healing of the daughter of my people been restored?
ארי על דלא תבו בכין לא סליקת אסו למחת כֹנשתא דעמי
But because they have not repented, therefore healing has not ascended for the plague
of the assembly of my people.”

In the MT, a rhetorical question, expecting a positive answer, has been raised in the
second half of v. 22. The question has become an affirmative statement in the TJer, in which a
relative clause specifying a reason, in a fronted position, is given to explain why the healing of
the people has not been restored.
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13:19
MT הֹגלת יהודה כלה הֹגלת שלומים
All Judah is carried into exile, wholly carried into exile.
TJ
ֹגלו דבית יהודה כלהון ֹגלו שלמא אתקבלו תשלמת עובדיהון
The men of the house of Judah, all of them, have gone into exile; they have gone into
exile completely; they have been made to receive the reward of their deeds.

In TJer 13:19, an independent clause is added at the end of the original Hebrew,
providing the reason for the exile of Judah. The meturgeman stresses that the “total” exile, no
doubt a poetic exaggeration, is God’s punishment toward Judah due to their inexcusable culpable
deeds. Thus, it was Judah, not Yahweh, who was to be blamed for such a tragic consequence.

Addition Clarifying Obscure Hebrew
15:3
MT
TJ

ופקדתי עליהם ארבע משפחות ֹנאם־יהוה
And I will summon over them four kinds [of calamity], declares Yahweh:
ואסער עליהון ארבע פורעֹנוון בישן אמר יוי
And I will punish them with four evil punishments, says the Lord: 31
The MT is obscure as it also could be read as “And I will punish them in four different

ways (NET).” The meturgeman clarifies this by replacing  משפחותwith “ פורעֹנוון בישןevil
punishments,” which God has declared to bring upon the treacherous Judah, despite the
intercession of Moses and Samuel (15:1).

41:17
MT
וילכו וישבו בֹגרות כמוהם אשר־אצל בית לחם
And they went and dwelled in Geruth [or the lodging place of] Chimhan, which is beside
Bethlehem,
TJ
ואזלו ויתיבו בֹגירות דיהב דויד לכמהם בר ברזלי ֹגלעדאה דבסטר בית לחם

31

The PJer has “And I will decree against them four [kind of] plagues, says Lord Jehovah:”
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And they went and dwelt in Geruth, which David had given to Kimham the son of
Barzillai, which is beside Bethlehem,32
In the MT, the noun “ כמוהםChimhan” can refer to a geographical name (Jer 41:17) or a
person’s name (2 Sam 19:38–39). According to Hayward, “Kimham as the son of Barzillai”
reflects not an intertextual reference, as Kimham is mentioned as Barzillai’s servant in 2 Sam
19:38, but a post-biblical development as attested in Josephus Ant. 7.11.4 §274, where Cimhan
became the son of Barzillai, upon whom David would bestow all sorts of good things.33

50:37
MT והיו לֹנשים
and they will become [like] women.
TJ
ויהון חלשין כֹנשיא
And they shall become weak like women.

Though this derogatory comparison to women could be understood in the Talmudic age,
the implied meaning in the MT is made explicit in the Targum, in which the word  חלשיןis
inserted, and the phrase is turned into a simile.

Addition Due to Exegetical Complement
7:4
MT

TJ

אל־תבטחו לכם אל־דברי השקר לאמר היכל יהוה היכל יהוה היכל יהוה המה׃
Do not trust in the deceptive words, saying, “The temple of the Lord! The temple of the
Lord! The temple of the Lord!”
קדם היכלא דיוי אתון פלחין קדם היכלא דיוי אתון לא תתרחצון לכון על פתֹגמי ֹנביי שקרא דאמרין
דבחין קדם היכלא דיוי אתּון סֹגדין תלת זמֹנין בשתא אתון מתחזן קדמוהי׃

The PJer has “And they departed and dwelt at the threshing floors of Bimham, which is by the side of
Bethlehem.”
33
Hayward, Targum Jeremiah, 159, n.7. See also Smolar and Aberbach, Studies TJ, 93.
32
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Do not trust in the words of the prophets of falsehood who say: ‘In front of the Lord’s
temple you are worshipping; in front of the Lord’s temple you are sacrificing; in front of
the Lord’s temple you are paying homage: three times in the year you appear before him.’

Obviously, the trice repetition in the MT has been expanded with exegetical complements
by the meturgeman in order to fill the gaps in the poetical contraction of the prophetic style.34
“The temple of the Lord” has been transformed into a clause with different new meaning
ascribed to it.35

Addition of “ האBehold”
The high number of additional occurrences of “ האbehold,” not found in the original
Hebrew, deserves some discussion. The TJer has a total of 27 targumic addition of “behold,” of
which 23 occurrences are used as particle of interest,36 while 4 occurrences function as
interrogative particle.37 In Hebrew, the particle of interest,  ִהנֵ הor וְׁ ִהנֵ ה, has two basic functions,
namely, to call special attention to an element of the context, or to indicate a shift in perspective
within a narrative.38 As all of the additional occurrences in the TJer appear within the prophetic
dialogues, their main purpose is probably to appeal to the audience so as to call their attention to

34

Churgin, Targum Jonathan, 88–90.
See also Jer 22:29; Isa 6:3.
36
2:22; 4:10 (2x), 23, 30; 6:24, 29, 30; 11:16; 12:5; 13:16, 21; 17:11; 23:28; 25:30; 31;3, 22; 33:22; 49:23,
24; 50:43; 51:7, 27. Among these, six of them do not appear in Hayward’s translation: 6:24; 12:5; 13:21; 33:22;
51:27. None of the additional “behold” are found in the LXX as well as the PJer (except 4:10 and 13:21).
37
2:11, 5:22; 14:22; 18:6.
38
Cynthia L. Miller-Naudé and C. H. J. van der Merwe, “ ִהנֵ הand Mirativity in Biblical Hebrew,” HS 52
(2011): 53-81. See also, Bruce K. Waltke and Michael Patrick O’Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew
Syntax (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1990), 676-77, § 40.2.1.c.
35
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the change of content in the ensuing speech.39 In close analysis, 16 of the 27 occurrences appear
before new similes created by the meturgeman, and the rest appear before new elements
introduced in the dialogue, as demonstrated in the following examples.
“Behold” Appearing before a New Simile40 – 6:30
MT
TJ

כסף ֹנמאס קראו להם כי־מאס יהוה בהם
They are called rejected silver because the Lord has rejected them.
הא ככסף פסולא מרחקין קרו להון ארי רחיק יוי יתהון
Behold, like blemished silver they are made abominable: call to them, for the Lord is far
from them.

“Behold” Appearing before a New Element41 – 4:10
MT

ואמר אהה אדֹני יהוה אכן השא השאת לעם הזה ולירושלם לאמר שלום יהיה לכם וֹנֹגעה חרב עד־

TJ

הֹנפש
Then I said, “Ah, Lord Yahweh! Surely you have deceived this people and Jerusalem,
saying, ‘You will have peace,’ but the sword touches the throat.”
ואמרית קביל בעותי יוי אלהים בכין הא ֹנביי שקרא מטען לעמא הדין וליתבי ירושלם למימר שלמא
יהי לכון וכען הא חרבא מקטלא בעמא
Then I said: ‘Receive my petition, O Lord God! Therefore behold: the prophets of
falsehood have led this people and the inhabitants of Jerusalem astray, saying: ‘You shall
have peace! But now, behold: the sword slaughters among the people.

In the translation, the meturgeman seems to disagree with the blasphemous context of this
verse and thus attributes the saying of Yahweh to the prophets of falsehood. In tandem with such

Dmytro V. Tsolin demonstrates that, given its orality in nature, the Targumim display “a special tradition
of synagogical rhetoric,” which is employed by the meturgeman as the “appeals” to exhort the audience. He
substantiates his view by examining the phrase “ עמי בֹני ישראלO My people, sons of Israel” and the exclamation ווי
39

“Woe,” which are inserted in the Aramaic translations. Based on this view, I would argue that the addition of הא
could also function as a rhetorical feature employed by the meturgeman to appeal to the audience, calling their
attention to the change of content in the ensuing speech. See Dmytro V. Tsolin, “Elements of Rhetoric in the
Targums Appeals to the Audience,” AS 10 (2012): 249–270.
40
See also 2:22; 6:24, 29; 11:16; 12:5; 13:21; 17:11; 23:28; 25:30; 33:22; 49:23, 24; 50:43; 51:7, 27.
41
Other new elements that appear after the additional “behold” in the TJer include “nations” (2:11); “you”
[Jerusalem] (4:30; 5:22; 13:16; 31:3); “creation” (4:23); “idol” (14:22); and “Yahweh” (18:6; 31:22).
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change, the meturgeman inserts the first “behold” to call attention to the change of object from
“Yahweh” to “the prophets of falsehood.” A second “behold” is added to emphasize the change
of the action, from “to touch” to “to slaughter,” specifying a more severe consequence.

Substitution

Besides addition, substitution is another common translation phenomenon aimed to replace a
word or a phrase with the nearest equivalent. Apart from the reason due to language difference,
substitution could be driven by other reasons, such as clarity, contemporization, correction of
error, and ideological concern. The table below displays the most common substitution for verbs
and nouns found in the TJer.
MT
1:6
2:2

 – דברto speak [this word]

2:8

 – ֹנבאto prophesy

1:17

 – קוםto stand

1:10
2:13
4:2
11:5
15:16

 – ֹנטעto plant

31:4

 – בֹנהto build

31:27
4:14
17:15
27:12
32:14
2:4
2:30
15:16

 – זרעto sow

36:7
3:8
6:1
8:3

 – ֹנפלto fall [prayer]

 – קראto proclaim [this word]

TJer
( ֹנביEthpaal) – to prophesy
( קוםPeal) – to establish

 – כולto contain [water]
 – שבעto swear
 – עשהto do [the oath]
 – אכלto eat [God’s word]

( קוםPael) – to establish; to stand; to
guarantee; to swear; to endure; to fulfill.

 – ליןto lodge
 – בואto come [or come to pass]
 – חיהto live

( קוםEthpaal) – to live; to be confirmed; to
last.

 – עמדto last
 – שמעto hear/obey
 – לקחto accept/take

( קבלPael) – to hear; to receive.

 מצאto find

( קבלEthpaal) – to be received

 – שלחto send away
 – עוזto take refuge
 – ֹנדחto drive away

( ֹגליPeal) – to exile
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10:20
22:24
25:38
51:50
7:15
14:10
32:31
20:5
47:2
48:12
50:11
4:20
6:9
48:36

 – יצאto go out

5:3

 – חלהto feel pain

5:3

 – שובto return/repent

7:13

 – עֹנהto answer

8:6
4:28

 – ֹנחםto regret

11:10
3:4
7:16
1:16
2:5
2:8
43:12
2:8
2:15
3:15
2:30
51:38
51:38

 – כרתto make [covenant]

 – ֹנתקto pull off
 – עזבto leave
 – הלְךto go
 – שלךto cast out
 – ֹנועto wander

( ֹגליHalpel) – to exile

 – סורto remove
 – בזזto plunder
 – שטףto overflow

( בזזPeal)– to plunder

 – צעהto decant
 – שסהto plunder
 – שדדto devastate
 – עללto glean

( בזזEthpeel)– to plunder

 – אבדto perish

 – דברto speak
 – קראto call [to God]
 – פללto pray

( תובPeal) – to repent
( תובHaphel) – to repent
( ֹגזרPeal) – to decree
( צליPael) – to pray

 – אלהים אחריםother gods
 – הבלemptiness [idol]
 – בעלBaal

 – טעוidols [of the nations]

 – אלהיgod [of Egypt]
 – רעיםshepherds
 – כפירyoung lions

 – מלכיאkings

 – פרֹנסadministrators
 – אריהlion
 – כפרyoung lion

 – אריLion

 – ֹגורlion’s cub

 – מחהplague
6:9

 – ידhand

13:17
23:1

 – עדרflocks

6:3

 – עדרflocks

 – מימרMemra
 – רעוwill

 – צאןflocks

 – עםpeople [of Yahweh]
 – משריtroops [of the kings]
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Grammatical Changes

As the meturgeman aims to present a precise and intelligible rendering to his audiences, he tends
to correct any grammatical anomalies in the Hebrew text. Some of such corrections will be
briefly discussed below.

Replacing Singular Nouns with Plural Nouns
35:9

“ וכרם ושדהvineyard and field” becomes “ וכרמין וחקליןvineyards and fields.”42

48:11 The MT employs only a single term “ מואבMoab” to refer to both the nation of Moab and
the people of Moab. This ambiguity is resolved in the TJer, in which three different terms
are employed to convey the precise meaning intended by the Scripture, namely, מואב
“Moab” or “ מלכות מואבthe kingdom of Moab” for the nation, and “ מואבאיthe Moabites”
for the people of Moab.43
48:19 “ שאלי־ֹנס וֹנמלטהask him who flees and her who escapes” is rendered as שאילו למערקיא
“ ולמשיזביאask those who flee and those who are rescued.”44
48:26 In v. 25, the Hebrew “his arm” is rendered as “their rulers” in the TJer, consequently, in
v. 26, the third singular pronouns (him, he) referring to the former are changed to third
plural pronouns (them, they).

42
43

The LXX has singular terms while the PJer has all terms in plural.
Cf., “ מואבMoab” (9:25; 25:21; 27:3; 40:11; 48:1, 2, 9, 18, 24, 28, 29, 33, 40, 43, 44, 45, 47[2x]); מלכות

“ מואבthe kingdom of Moab” (48:4, 25, 38); and “ מואבאיthe Moabites” (48:11, 13, 15, 16, 20(2x), 26, 31(2x), 26,
31[2x], 35, 36, 38, 39[2x], 41, 42, 46). Like the MT, both the LXX and the PJer (except PJer 48:11 where “The
Moabites” is used) employ only the singular term “ מואבMoab.”
44
Both the LXX and the PJer remain unchanged.
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51:21  רכב ורכבו... “ סוס ורכבוhorse and its rider … chariot and its rider” is substituted by סוסון
 רתיכין ורכביהון... “ ורכביהוןhorses and their riders … chariots and their riders.”45

Replacing Nouns with Verbs
3:21

The Hebrew “ בכי תחֹנוֹני בֹני ישראלthe weeping [noun] of pleading [noun] of the sons of
Israel” becomes “ דבכן ומתאֹנחין בֹני ישראלthe sons of Israel weep [verb] and sigh [verb]”
in the Targum.

Replacing Verbs with Nouns
10:24 The phrase “ יסרֹני יהוהChastise [verb] me, O Lord” is translated as איתא עליהון יסורין יוי
“Yahweh brings sufferings [noun] upon them,” in which both terms “chastise” and
“sufferings” share the same etymological root. The word “Yahweh,” which functions as a
vocative in the MT, becomes the subject in the TJer.

4:30
MT
TJ

כי־תלבשי שֹני
“Though you clothe in scarlet,”
ארי אתרחיצת על לבשי צבעֹנין
“Though you trust in garments of scarlet,”

The meturgeman first replaces the verb  תלבשיwith a noun  לבשיin the same root, and
then interprets the clause by adding a new verb “ אתרחיצתto trust.” Instead of trusting Yahweh,

45

plural.

The PJer has the same changes as the TJer, but for the LXX, only the second pair of nouns becomes
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Jerusalem, who was described as a harlot dressed in scarlet to allure her lovers, trusted in her
own plan to avert the coming destruction brought about by the invading foes, without knowing
that they indeed were Yahweh’s destructive agent who was coming to seek her life.

Insertion of Verbs
16:4

“ לדמן על־פֹני האדמה יהיוThey will be as dung on the surface of the ground” becomes
“ לזיבל מבדר על אפי ארעא יהוןThey shall become dung scattered over the face of the
land,” with the insertion of a passive participle “ מבדרscattered,” which is used
attributively.

19:1

The TJer inserts a verb that is omitted in the MT,46 thus “ ומזקֹני העםand [take] some of
the elders of the people” is rendered as “ ותדבר עמך מסבי עמאtake with you some of the
elders of the people.”47

31:38 The verb “ באיםare coming” is omitted in the Ketiv but indicated in the Qere and several
Hebrew MSS. The meturgeman must have follow the Qere instead of the Ketiv by
supplying the missing verb, thus “ הֹנה ימים ֹנאם־יהוהBehold, the days [are coming],
declares Yahweh” is translated as “ הא יומיא אתן אמר יויBehold, the days are coming,
says the Lord.”48

46
The BHS critical apparatus shows that the LXX has the same reading as the TJer, but the PJer has a
longer reading “and take with you” (cf. Jer 19:10).
47
The PJer has “to take with you” and the LXX “to take.”
48
Both the LXX and the PJer have inserted the missing verb “are coming.”
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Insertion of Objects
31:25 The Hebrew clause “ וכל־ֹנפש דאבה מלאתיand every languishing soul I will fill [with
good]” is expanded with a specific object at the end of the clause in the TJer, וכל ֹנפש
“ יצפא מליתי טּובand every fearful soul I have filled with good.”

Insertion of Suffixes
4:30

The possessive pronoun, which is implied in the MT, is made explicit in the Aramaic
translation, thus [“ מאסו־בך עֹגביםyour] lovers reject you” becomes “ קצו ביך רחמךyour
lovers abhor you.”49

Insertion of Separable Prepositions
22:18
MT לא־יספדו לו הוי אחי והוי אחות לא־יספדו לו הוי אדון והוי הדה
They will not lament for him, “Alas, my brother, or alas, my sister!” They will not lament
for him, “Alas, lord, or his majesty!”
TJ
לא יספדון וי על אחי ווי על אחת לא יספדון וי על מלכא ווי על מלכותיה
They shall not lament, ‘Woe concerning my brother’ and ‘Woe concerning the sister’;
they shall not lament, ‘Woe concerning the king, woe concerning his kingdom.’
The prepositions  עלis added after each of the word  ויin the Aramaic translation.

Insertion of Prepositional Phrases
9:25 [Eng 9:26]
MT כי כל־הֹגוים ערלים וכל־בית ישראל ערלי־לב
for all nations [are] uncircumcised, and all the house of Israel are uncircumcised [in]
heart.
49

Both the LXX and the PJer have added the missing pronominal suffix “your.”
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TJ

כל עממיא ערלין בבסרהון וכל בית ישראל ערלין בליבהון
all the nations are uncircumcised in their flesh, and all the house of Israel are
uncircumcised in their heart.
In the translation, the term “ לבheart” is turned into a propositional phrase, though the

meaning is implied in the original Hebrew. Also, a prepositional phrase “ בבסרהוןin their flesh”
is added in the first clause so as to form a sharp contrast with the prepositional phrase “in their
heart” in the second clause.50

Change of gender
33:9
MT
TJ

והיתה לי לשם ששון
And it [3fs] will be to name a name of joy
ויהון קדמי לשום דחדוא
And they [3mp] shall become before me a name of rejoicing
In its context, the pronoun “ היתהit” (third feminine singular) should refer to “the city,”

whose antecedent can only be traced back not in the immediately preceding v. 8, but in v. 5. It
could be due to this reason that  היתהis changed to “ יהוןthey” [third masculine plural], which
refers to the exile of Judah and the exile of Israel, whose antecedent occurs in the preceding vv.
7-8.51

49:24
MT רפתה דמשק הפֹנתה לֹנוס ורטט החזיקה צרה וחבלים אחזתה
Damascus has grown slack, she has turned to flee, and panic has seized her, distress and
labor pains have grasped her,
50
51

The LXX has “in flesh” and “in their hearts,” and the PJer has the same changes as those in the TJer.
The LXX has “it will be” (3ms), and the PJer has “you will be” (2ms).
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TJ

אתרשלו יתבי דמשק אתפֹניאו למערק ושפלותא אחדתֹנון עקא וחבלין אחדוֹנון
The inhabitants of Damascus have become weak, they have turned to flee, and lassitude
has seized them. Distress and pain have caught hold of them,
When the meturgeman replaces “Damascus” with “the inhabitants of Damascus,” he

consistently replaces the verb ( הפֹנתה3fs) with ( אתפֹניאו3mp), and the pronominal suffix “her”
with “them.”

Change of Person
6:13
MT

TJ

כי מקטֹנם ועד־ֹגדולם כלו בוצע בצע
For from the smallest of them to the greatest of them, everyone [lit. all of him] is greedy
for gain
ארי מזעירהון ועד רבהון כולהון אֹנסי ממון
For both their little ones and their great men, all of them are robbers of wealth.
In its Aramaic counterpart, the term “ כלוall of him” (with singular pronominal suffix) is

substituted with “all of them” (with plural pronominal suffix), in corresponding to its antecedent
which is plural in number.52

10:24
MT יסרֹני יהוה אך־במשפט אל־באפך פן־תמעטֹני
Correct me, Lord, but in justice, not in your anger, lest you bring me to nothing
TJ
איתא עליהון יסורין יוי ברם בדין חסוך לא יתקף רֹגזך בהון דלמא יזערון
The Lord has brought sufferings upon them, but with clement judgment: let not your
anger be strong against them, lest they become few.

52

Both the LXX and the PJer have the same changes as that in the TJer.
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Jer 10:23–25 is Jeremiah’s prayer to God for mercy in respond to the coming exile of
God’s people as proclaimed in 10:17–18. In this prayer, Jeremiah identified himself so closely
with God’s people, though the first-person singular is used in the prayer.53 Thus, the pronoun
“me” is used here in a collective sense, and it is translated as “us” in the LXX.
In its Aramaic counterpart, however, the first singular pronoun was substituted with a
third plural pronoun “them.” The exact reason for this change is not clear. One possible reason
might be that while Jeremiah tried to identify himself with his people, the meturgeman opts to
distinguish himself from the people of God who will be punished and carried away into exile.

Change of Mood
6:1
MT

TJ

העזו בֹני בֹנימן מקרב ירושלם ובתקוע תקעו שופר
Flee for safety, O sons of Benjamin, from the midst of Jerusalem, and in Tekoa blow a
trumpet,
ֹגלו בֹני בֹנימין מֹגו ירושלם ארי קל ציוחת קרֹנא אשתמעת בארעהון
The sons of Benjamin have gone into exile from the midst of Jerusalem, because the
sound of the horn-cry has been heard in their land;

The command (or the imperative mood) in the MT has been reduced to a declarative
statement (or the indicative mood) in the Aramaic translation.

Change of State
17:10 The meturgeman avoids the anomly in targumic Aramaic by inserting the definite articale
to nouns, thus the Hebrew “ אני יהוה חקר לב בחן כליותI, Yahweh, search [the] heart and

53

Huey, Jeremiah, 129.
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test [the] mind” becomes “ אֹנא יוי חקר ליבא בחר כוליתאI, the Lord, search out the heart: I
test the reins” in the TJer.54

Combining Two Independent Clauses
6:1
MT

TJ

העזו בֹני בֹנימן מקרב ירושלם ובתקוע תקעו שופר
Flee for safety, O sons of Benjamin, from the midst of Jerusalem, and in Tekoa blow a
trumpet,
ֹגלו בֹני בֹנימין מֹגו ירושלם ארי קל ציוחת קרֹנא אשתמעת בארעהון
The sons of Benjamin have gone into exile from the midst of Jerusalem, because the
sound of the horn-cry has been heard in their land;

In the Aramaic translation, the first two cola have been combined with the third colon by
the conjunction  אריto create a causal relationship between them.

Splitting a Single Clause into Two Independent Clauses
48:18
MT כי־שדד מואב עלה בך
for the destroyer of Moab has come up against you
TJ
ארי בזוזין אתו על מואב סליקו עלך
for plunderers have come against Moab, they have come up against you;

Two significant changes are noticeable in the Aramaic translation. First, the subject is
changed from singular to plural. Second, the original Hebrew sentence is split into two
independent sentences, without altering the original meaning.

54

nouns.

In the LXX, both nouns are without definite articles, whereas the PJer has definite articles for both
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Different Hebrew Root Used in the Translation
6:28
MT
TJ

כלם סרי סוררים
All of them [are] stubborn rebels,
כל רברביהון מרדין
All their princes [are] rebellious,
The meturgeman could have based on MSS that read “ סריstubborn” as “ שרprince.”55

10:10
MT ולא־יכלו ֹגוים זעמו
and [the] nations cannot endure his anger
TJ
ולא יכלון עממיא לסוברא רוֹגזיה
the nations are not able to endure his wrath
The meturgeman could have mistakenly read “ יָּ ִכלּוto endure” as “ יָּ ְׁכלּוto be able,” and
thus adds a complementary infinitive סֹוב ָּרא
ָּ “ ְׁלto endure.”56

48:30
MT אֹני ידעתי ֹנאם־יהוה עברתו
I know his insolence, declares the Lord,
TJ
קדמי ֹגלן אמר יוי עובדי רברביהון
The deeds of their princes are revealed before me,

Three changes are apparent in this clause. First, the meturgeman could have read עברתו
“his insolence” as “ עבדתוhis deeds.”57 Second, the pronominal suffix “his” is changed to “their

The LXX has omitted the first word סרי, while the PJer has “their rulers as rebellious.” See also
Hayward, Targum Jeremiah, 69, n. 34.
56
This verse is not found in the LXX.
57
Both the LXX and the PJer have “works.”
55
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princes,” in which its antecedent “the princes and their nobles” can be found in the preceding
verse. Lastly, the whole clause is paraphrased to remove the anthropomorphic language.

49:7
MT
TJ

האין עוד חכמה בתימן אבדה עצה מבֹנים
Is there no longer wisdom in Teman? Has counsel perished from the prudent?
הלית עוד חכמא בדרומא פסק מלכא מבֹניא
Is there no longer wisdom in the south? Counsel has ceased from the children,
The TJer could have mistakenly read “ ִמ ָּבֹנִ יםfrom the prudent” (Qal active participle

masculine plural for  ) ִביןas “ ִמ ָּבֹנִ יםfrom the children” (plural noun for )בן
ֵ as the term  ִמ ָּבֹנִ יםis a
homonym.

Rectifying Grammatical Errors in the MT
6:6
MT
TJ

היא העיר הפקד
This is the city (fs) [that] must be punished (3ms),
היא קרתא דאתפקידו לה חובהא
she is the city whose debts (mp) have been stored up (3mp) against her,
This Hebrew clause is problematic as the noun “city” is feminine, but the verb “to be

punished” is masculine. To rectify this problem, the meturgeman changes the verb  הפקדinto a
relative clause דאתפקידו לה חובהא, and inserts a new masculine subject “ חובהאher debts/sins”
for the masculine verb “to be stored up/to be punished.”

6:7
MT

כהקיר בור מימיה
As a well (ms) keeps its [3fs] waters flesh,
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TJ

כֹגובא דמקיים ממוהי
Like a cistern (ms) which guarantees its [3ms] waters,
In the MT, an apparent grammatical error occurs between the masculine noun “well” and

the feminine pronominal suffix “its.” The meturgeman rectifies the error by changing the
feminine pronominal suffix to a corresponding masculine pronominal suffix.58

Question Resolved to Affirmative Statement

7:9-10
MT 9 הֹגֹנב רצח וֹנאף והשבע לשקר וקטר לבעל והלך אחרי אלהים אחרים אשר לא־ידעתם
10 ובאתם ועמדתם לפֹני בבית הזה אשר ֹנקרא־שמי עליו ואמרתם ֹנצלֹנו למען עשות את כל־

TJ

התועבות האלה
9 Will you steal, murder, and commit adultery, swear falsely and make smoke offering to
Baal, and walk after other gods whom you have not known, 10 and you come and stand
before me in this house which is called by my name, and you say, “We are delivered!” in
order to do all these abominations?
9 ֹגֹנבין קטולי ֹנפשן וֹגיפין ומשתבעין לשקר ומסקין בסמין לבעלא ואזלין בתר טעות עממיא דלא
ידעתון
10 ואתן אתון וקימין קדמי בביתא הדין דאתקרי שמי עלוהי ואמרין אתון שיזיבֹנא בדיל למעבד ית
כל תועיבתא האלין
9 Thieves, killers of persons, adulterers, men who swear falsely and offer up incense to
Ba‘al, and to follow the idols of the nations which you have not known (such you are),10
and you come and stand before me in this house, upon which my Name is called, and you
say, ‘We are delivered,’ in order to do all these abominations.

In the MT, 7:9–10 is part of the famous Temple Sermon (7:1–15), which is a long single
rhetorical question concerning the specific sins of Judah and the false theological notion of the
inviolability of Jerusalem. Despite having violated the commandments given at Sinai, reflected
by a series of infinitives absolute, Judah still foolishly believed that they were safe. Hence, the
rhetorical question is expecting an affirmative answer, not only to confirm that the sinful Judah

58

The PJer makes the same correction.
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could never be safe but also to reject the false theological notion of the inviolability of
Jerusalem.
In the TJer, the Meturgeman turns the rhetorical question into an affirmative statement,
possibly to ensure that his listeners would clearly understand what are prohibited by the
commandments.59 He also replaces all the infinitives absolute in the Hebrew with nouns (or
participles functioning as substantives), since there are no infinitives absolute in Aramaic.

23:18
MT כי מי עמד בסוד יהוה וירא וישמע את־דברו מי־הקשיב דברי וישמע
For who has stood in the council of Yahweh, that he has seen and heard his word? Who
has listened attentively to his word and heard it?
TJ
ארי לא קמו דיתֹגלי להון רז מן קדם יוי ולא חזו ולא שמעו ית פתֹגמוהי לא אציתו למימריה ולא קבילו
For those to whom a secret from before the Lord shall be revealed have not stood up:
neither have they seen nor heard his words. They have not attended to his Memra, and
they have not heeded it.

In the MT, 23:9–40 is the oracle against the false prophets; and one of the most effective
ways to differentiate them from the true prophets is from their message. In 23:18, two rhetorical
questions are asked concerning from where the false prophets receive their message. Both
questions, which are expecting a negative answer, seem to deny that the false prophets, unlike
the true prophets, have ever stood in the council of Yahweh and received their message directly
from him.
In light of such understanding, the meturgeman makes two notable changes in the
Aramaic translation. First, he turns the two rhetorical questions into two affirmative statements.
Second, he inserts five negative particles to explicitly deny the authority of the false prophets for
they neither have stood up in Yahweh’s council, nor have seen, nor have heard, nor have

59

Similarly, both the LXX and the PJer also turn the questions into statements.
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attended, nor have heeded his word. Despite the converse translation, the original Hebrew sense
remains in the translation.

11:12
MT
והלכו ערי יהודה וישבי ירושלם וזעקו אל־האלהים אשר הם מקטרים להם והושע לא־יושיעו להם

TJ

בעת רעתם
Then the cities of Judah and the inhabitants of Jerusalem will go and cry out to the gods
to whom they make smoke offerings, but they will surely not save them in the time of
their disaster.
ויהכון אֹנש קרויא דבית יהודה ויתבי ירושלם ויבעון מן טעותא דאיֹנון מסקין בוסמין להון האם יכלן
למפרקהון בעידן בישתהון
And the men of the cities of the house of Judah and the inhabitants of Jerusalem shall go
and make a request of the idols to which they offer incense: will they be able to deliver
them in the time of their misfortune?

This is one of the few examples found in the TJer, where a statement is turned into a
question.60 In the MT, the men of Judah and the inhabitants of Jerusalem have conspired to
disobey Yahweh’s way and gone after other gods, like their former ancestors (11:9–10), and
therefore have enraged Yahweh to bring disaster on them (11:11–12). Not only will Yahweh not
listen to their cry to deliver, those gods, to whom they have offered sacrifices, will certainly not
save them for they were not God at all.
In line with this understanding, the meturgeman shifts the statement in the second half of
v. 12 into a rhetorical question, which demands an affirmative answer. The rhetorical question
seems to satirize the powerlessness of the idols, where “the threat of idolatry is ever present,
especially within the Sasanid Regime in Babylon.”61

60
61

Same change is found in the LXX.
Flesher and Chilton, The Targums, 210.

76
Interpreting Difficult Hebrew

8:18
MT

TJ

מבליֹגיתי עלי יֹגון עלי לבי דוי
My sorrow is beyond healing, my heart is faint within me! (NASB)
My joy is gone, grief is upon me, my heart is sick. (NRSV)
incurably with pain, your heart failing. (LXX)
I am weary with sorrow, my heart is faint in me. (PJer)
על דהוו מלעֹגין לקביל ֹנבייא דמתֹנבן להון דווֹנא ותיֹנחתא איתי להון מן קדם חוביהון עליהון אמר
ֹנביא לבי דוי
Because they mocked before the prophets who prophesy to them, I will bring
weariness and groanings for them because of their sins: over them, says the prophet,
my heart mourns.

The Hebrew of this verse is notoriously difficult, as the meaning of the first word is
uncertain. Many attempts to translate it by redividing (bicolon or tricolon) and repointing the
word,62 but the result is still inconclusive. Regretfully, the Aramaic translation gives rise to more
problem than a solution as the Aramaic paraphrase can be in no way traced from the Hebrew.
Thus, Churgin holds that this rendering is a tosefta intended to clarify the problematic Hebrew,
and is used to replace the original rendering, from which only the last two words remained.63
Close examination on the Aramaic rendering reveals that it seemed to redivide the
present verse into two parts. The half part is spoken by Yahweh, stating the reason why Yahweh
brought suffering to the people. The second part indicates Jeremiah’s response, who mourns for
those who suffered punishment from Yahweh.

15:12
MT הירע ברזל ברזל מצפון וֹנחשת
62

The original Hebrew word יתי
ִ ִ ַּמ ְׁב ִליֹגis usually emended to גְׁ הת

“ ִמ ְׁב ִליwithout healing.” This

emendation is supported by the LXX and scholars like Thompson (Jeremiah, 303) and Bright (Jeremiah, 62). On the
other hand, Holladay reconstructs it as יֹגֹותי
ַּ “ ַּמ ְׁב ֵלmy pleasure” based on the root “ בלֹגsmile.” (Jeremiah 1, 287–
88, 292–93) See also Lundbom, Jeremiah 1-20, 530-31.
63
Churgin, Targum Jonathan, 134.

77

TJ

Can anyone break iron, iron from the north, or bronze?64
מלך דתקיף כברזלא יסק לסעיד מלך דתקיף כברזלא וכֹנחשא ייתי מציפוֹנא עלוהי למתבריה
A king who is as strong as iron shall come up to help a king who is as strong as iron and
brass: he shall come from the north; he has come up to shatter.65

This is another difficult verse in the MT, despites its terseness. Besides turning the
rhetorical question into an affirmative statement, the TJer also expands rather extensively in its
translation to make sense of the difficult Hebrew. It seems that the Hebrew term “ רעעto break”
has been rendered thrice by the meturgeman. First, the term suggests the interpretation as ר ֶעה
“shepherd” (root I of )רעה, which is usually interpreted as “king” in the TJer. Then, the same
term is read as “ ָּר ָּעהto be a friend/to associate with” (root II of )רעה, thus suggesting “to help.”
Finally, its original meaning is given, thus “he has come up to shatter.” 66 However, to what
extent does the Aramaic rendering reflect the original meaning of the Hebrew text, no one can be
ascertain.

16:18
MT ושלמתי ראשוֹנה משֹנה עוֹנם וחטאתם
And I will first doubly repay [lit. first second] their iniquity and their sin,
TJ
ואשלים לתֹניֹנין כקדמאין חוביהון וחטאיהון
And I will repay to the second [generation] as to the former ones their debts and their
sins,

“Can iron and bronze break iron from the north?” (NRSV), “Can a man break iron-iron from the north or bronze?” (NIV), “Can you people who are like iron and bronze break that iron fist from the north?” (NET). On
the other hand, Holladay proposes a different interpretation on this verse. He proposes that this verse should be
interpreted in the specific setting where Jeremiah was publicly confronted by Hananiah (cd. 28). Hence, the subject
of the verb in this verse is Hananiah: “Can he break iron [that is, the theoretical iron pegs], iron from the north [that
is, the yoke of Nebuchadrezzar], and bronze [that is, the fortified wall of bronze into which Yahweh had made Jrm
15:20]?” For detailed discussion, see Holladay, Jeremiah 1, 454-55.
65
The Last stich “he has come up to shatter” should be translated as “he will come.”
66
Hayward, Targum Jeremiah, 95, n.13.
64

78
The term “first” has caused difficulty in this clause, and therefore is omitted by the LXX
and some English versions (NRSV, NIV). Despite that, the TJer (and the PJer) retains it in the
translation with further interpretation. In the Hebrew, “ ראשוֹנהfirst” may be understood as being
first in a sequence of actions, and “ משֹנהsecond” as a modifier to the verb, “to doubly repay.”67
However, the Targum understands this differently. “ ראשוֹנהfirst” refers to the first
generation of Israel in the wilderness while “ משֹנהsecond” the second generation.

32:31
MT כי על־אפי ועל־חמתי היתה לי העיר הזאת
For this city has been for me [a cause] of my anger and of my wrath68
TJ
ארי רוֹגזי וחמתי חל בקרתא הדא
For my anger and my wrath have hovered over this city

Though the Hebrew is ambiguous, most of the English translations and the LXX agree in
regarding “the city” as the subject and “my anger and my wrath” as the object of the clause.
However, the TJer interprets this clause differently, which is evident in the subject-object swap
(cf., the PJer).

67
The Hebrew rendering is attested in Sifre to Deut 325:II.1.E, which reads “And first I recompense their
iniquity and their sin double.” Neusner, Jeremiah in Talmud and Midrash, 35. On the other hand, Thompson reads
the noun “ משֹנהsecond” as “equivalent,” as similar word has been found in cuneiform documents at Alalakh in
Syria carrying this sense, thus “I will make them pay the equivalent of their sinful iniquity.” See Thompson,
Jeremiah, 410–11.
68
Or “For this city has aroused my anger and wrath” (NIV, ESV, NET, NRSV).

79
Making Vague Expressions Clearer

In translating the MT, the meturgeman tends to use more precise language to convey the exact
meaning as well as to remove every possible doubt in listening and understanding the translation.
In some cases, certain common expressions in the Hebrew are expanded with the so-called
“intermediary buffer words” 69 to remove the corporeal or anthropomorphic allusion. Some of
such examples are listed in the table below.

Verse

MT Jer

TJer

1:1

דברי ירמיהו
The words of Jeremiah

פתֹגמי ֹנבואת ירמיה
The words of the prophecy of Jeremiah

1:3

מלך יהודה
the king of Judah

מלך שבטא דבית יהודה
the king of the tribe of the house of Judah

והֹנביאים
וֹנביי שקרא

and the prophets
and the prophets of falsehood

4:3

ולירושלם
and to Jerusalem

וליתבי ירושלם
and to the inhabitants of Jerusalem

5:12

וחרב
and the sword

ודקטלין בחרבא
and those who kill with the sword

8:19

היהוה אין בציון
Is the Lord not in Zion?

השכיֹנתא דיוי לית בציון
Is the Shekhina of the Lord not in Zion?

13:19

יהודה כלה
All Judah

דבית יהודה כלהון
All of [the men] of the house of Judah,

19:14

בית־יהוה
the house of the Lord

בית מקדשא דיוי
the house of the sanctuary of the Lord

46:21

עת פקדתם
the time of their punishment

עדן סעורן בישתהון
the time of the visitation of their wickedness

48:4

ֹנשברה מואב
Moab is broken

איתברת מלכות מואב
The kingdom of Moab is shattered

2:8

For the use of this term (or similar term), see George F. Moore, “Intermediaries in Jewish Theology,”
HTR 15 (1922): 41-85, especially 53; Etan Levine, The Aramaic Version of Jonah (New York, NY: Sepher-Hermon
Press, 1975), 16.
69

80
Changes Intended to Explain the Meaning of the Text

There are four categories grouped under this subheading, namely Targum Disagreeing with the
MT, conditional to declarative statement, converse translation, and double translation.

Targum Disagreeing with the MT

4:10
MT

ואמר אהה אדֹני יהוה אכן השא השאת לעם הזה ולירושלם לאמר שלום יהיה לכם וֹנֹגעה חרב עד־

TJ

הֹנפש
Then I said, “Ah, Lord Yahweh! Surely you have deceived this people and Jerusalem,
saying, ‘You will have peace,’ but the sword touches the throat.”
ואמרית קביל בעותי יוי אלהים בכין הא ֹנביי שקרא מטען לעמא הדין וליתבי ירושלם למימר שלמא
יהי לכון וכען הא חרבא מקטלא בעמא
Then I said: ‘Receive my petition, O Lord God! Therefore behold: the prophets of
falsehood have led this people and the inhabitants of Jerusalem astray, saying: ‘You shall
have peace! But now, behold: the sword slaughters among the people.

The MT is hard to comprehend. How dare Jeremiah accuse Yahweh of deceiving his
people? How dare a mortal speak sacrilegiously to Yahweh?70 Apparently, the meturgeman could
not tolerate at all such a blasphemous accusation of Jeremiah, and thus makes a striking change. It
is the prophets of falsehood, not Yahweh, who had led God’s people astray, and deceived them by
saying that they will have peace.71

6:11
MT

ואת חמת יהוה מלאתי ֹנלאיתי הכיל שפך על־עולל בחוץ ועל סוד בחורים יחדו

70
Craigie, Kelley and Drinkard comments, “The concluding verse (v 10) is not a prophetic declaration,
addressed to the people; rather, it is an aside that affords a brief glance into the private dimension of the prophet’s
life and ministry.” Craigie, Kelley and Drinkard, Jeremiah 1–25, 74.
71
Though such blasphemous accusation is also removed in the PJer, it was the prophet Jeremiah, not the
prophet of falsehood in the TJer, who had led God’s people astray and deceived them.

81

TJ

[Jeremiah] But I am full of the wrath of the Lord, I am weary of holding [it] in. [The
Lord] Pour [it] out on the children in the street and on the gathering of the young men
together.
וית ֹנבואה בתקוף מן קדם יוי אתמליתי לאיתי לסוברא ולא יכילית למשפך על יֹנקין בשוקא ועל סיעת
עולימין כחדא
[Jeremiah] And I am full of prophecy with strength from before the Lord. I am weary of
bearing it, and I am not able to pour it out upon children in the market-place and upon the
company of youths together.

Though the speakers in the MT of 6:11 are implicit, it is understood from the content that
the first half of this verse is a continuation of Jeremiah’s response to the Lord, which begins from
the preceding verse, as only the prophet can be filled with God’s wrath, and the second half is the
Lord’s command to Jeremiah. 72 Two significant alterations are discernable in the Aramaic
translation. First, the meturgeman seems to attribute the whole speech in v.11 to Jeremiah. Second,
the TJer totally reverses the sense of the Hebrew, which perplexedly conveys the notion of the
cruelty of the Lord, an attribute that is in stark contrast to the divine love and justice.73

48:31
MT על־כן על־מואב איליל ולמואב כלה אזעק אל־אֹנשי קיר־חרש יהֹגה
Therefore, over Moab I wail, and for Moab, all of her, I cry out; for the men of Kir-heres
I moan;
TJ
בכין מואבאי מיללין ומואבאי כולהון מצוחין על אֹנש כרך תוקפהון דוון
Therefore the Moabites howl, and the Moabites, all of them, shout; over the men of their
strong fortified city they lament.
Though some may attribute this lament to Jeremiah,74 or to a human voice,75 many would

72

See Thompson, Jeremiah, 255-57; Newman and Stine, Handbook on Jeremiah, 189.
Smolar and Aberbach, Studies TJ, 148; see also Hayward, Targum Jeremiah, 67, n. 16.
74
Huey, Jeremiah, 395.
75
Leslie C. Allen, Jeremiah (OTL; Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2008), 485.
73

82
interpret it as God’s lamenting for the destruction of the Moabites.76 It is God who cries and wails
for the sins of the Moabites. However, such empathetic attitude of God toward Judah’s enemy
seemed unacceptable by the Targum: Why should God lament for Moab? Therefore, all the first
person singular verbs, referring to God, are all deliberately changed to third person plural verbs,
referring to the Moabites.77 It only seems reasonable for the Moabites themselves to mourn for
their own destruction.78

Conditional to Declarative Statement

31:36
MT אם־ימשו החקים האלה מלפֹני ֹנאם־יהוה ֹגם זרע ישראל ישבתו מהיות ֹגוי לפֹני כל־הימים
If these rules would cease from before me, declares Yahweh, also the descendants of
Israel will cease being a nation before me.
TJ
כמא דלית אפשר דיעדון קימיא האלין מן קדמי אמר יוי אף זרעא דישראל לא יבטלון מלמהוי עם
משמיש קדמי כל יומיא׃
Just as it is impossible that these covenants should pass away from before me, says the
Lord, so the seed of Israel shall not cease from being a people serving before me
continually.

In the MT, 31:35–37, which appears right after the declaration of The New Covenant
(31:31–34), emphasizes the eternal bond between Yahweh and Israel. This is clearly reflected by
the conditional clause in v. 36 (also in v. 37), which ensures the permanent existence of Israel.
The “if … then” structure presents “a contrary-to-fact (or unlikely) condition to affirm the
contrary.”79

76

Fretheim holds that it is God who wails and mourns for Moab; as for him, the internal side of judgment is
grief. Fretheim, Jeremiah, 601-02; see also Thompson, Jeremiah, 710; Holladay, Jeremiah 2, 343, 354; Allen,
Jeremiah, 364; Tremper Longman III, Jeremiah, Lamentations (UBCS; Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 2012),
290.
77
The same change happens in 48:36, in which “my heart” becomes “their [the Moabites’] heart.”
78
The PJer also ascribes the wailing and howling to the Moabites themselves.
79
Holladay, Jeremiah 2, 199.

83
In its Aramaic counterpart, the meturgeman turns the conditional clause into an
affirmative clause, by replacing  אםwith  כמא דלית אפשרas well as reversing the sense of the
apodosis with a negative particle so as to preserve the original meaning of the Hebrew.80 This
change intends to affirm the irreversibility of God’s promise upon Israel.

Converse Translation

6:11
MT

TJ

ואת חמת יהוה מלאתי ֹנלאיתי הכיל שפך על־עולל בחוץ
[Jeremiah] But I am full of the wrath of the Lord, I am weary of holding it in; [the Lord]
Pour it out on the children in the street …
אתמליתי לאיתי לסוברא ולא יכילית למשפך על יֹנקין בשוקא
ְׁ
וית ֹנבואה בתקוף מן קדם יוי
[Jeremiah] And I am full of prophecy with strength from before the Lord. I am weary of
bearing it, and I am not able to pour it out upon children in the market-place …
In the MT, it is clear that the first two stitches are spoken by Jeremiah, a continuation

from the preceding verse, and the last two stiches by the Lord. It is God who commands
Jeremiah to pour out the wrath of God on the children in the street. However, such a cruel nature
of God could not be accepted by the meturgeman, who therefore reverses the sense of the
Hebrew in his translation. He first adds a negative particle  לאto negate God’s command so that
the wrath of God will not be poured out on the children. Second, by adding a conjunctive waw
before the negative particle, he attempts to attribute the whole speech in v. 11 to Jeremiah.81

14:9
MT
TJ

למה תהיה כאיש ֹנדהם כֹגבור לא־יוכל להושיע
Why are you like a confused man, like a warrior who is not able to save?
למא יחול רוֹגזך עלֹנא ואֹנחֹנא מטלטלין ושביקין את ֹגיבר יכיל למפרק
80
81

Similar examples can be found in 31:37; 33:20, 25.
See Hayward, Targum Jeremiah, 67, n. 16; Smolar and Aberbach, Studies TJ, 148–49.

84
Why does your anger hover over us when we are taken into exile and forsaken? You, O
mighty One, are able to redeem,

In the MT of 14:8, Yahweh is described as the hope and the savior of Israel in a time of
trouble and distress. But he seems indifferent to Israel, like a stranger in the land, or like a
traveler who just happened to spend a night there. Yahweh’s strange behavior has no doubt
prompted Judah to raise the question in 14:9a, without knowing that it is their disobedience that
has kept Yahweh estranged from them.
In the Aramaic translation, the meturgeman renders a different translation, which totally
reverses the original meaning. The meturgeman first removes the anthropomorphic language that
likened Yahweh to a confused man, and to a warrior who is not able to save. The meturgeman
then turns the second stich (a rhetorical question) into an affirmative statement, asserting that
Yahweh is the Mighty One, and is able to redeem. The Meturgeman omits the negative particle
from the original Hebrew to remove any blasphemous language, which seems to contradict his
theological stand.

31:20
MT הבן יקיר לי אפרים אם ילד שעשעים
Is Ephraim my dear son, or the child of my delight?
TJ
הכבר חביב קדמי ישראל הלא רבי רחים
Is not Israel already beloved before me? Is he not a beloved child?

In biblical Hebrew, the rhetorical question will normally take a negative particle to imply
a positive answer. However, several passages in the Old Testament blatantly depart from this

85
norm, among others, Amos 5:25 and Jer 31:20. These two rhetorical questions unquestionably
require an affirmative answer, though no negative particle is present.82
With this understanding in mind, the meturgeman deliberately reverses the sense of this
verse by adding the negative particles so that definite affirmative answers are expected from
these questions, leaving nothing to chance.83

Double Translation

As some Hebrew words carry multiple senses, the meturgeman sometimes will expound a noun
or a verb twice to reflect the different meanings of the word, which what Klein calls “the
Targumic Doublets.”84 In her study of the Peshitta to Job, Szpek distinguishes three different
types of doublets: 1) a second translation of a single term; 2) a second translation of an entire
stich; 3) two translations of a single stich where each is developed from a keyword contained in
the MT, and the remainder of each stitch is filled out in accordance with P’s interpretation of this
keyword.85 Szpek’s categorization is employed here in examining the doublets in the TJer.

Double Translation for a Single Term
4:12
MT
TJ

רוח מלא מאלה יבוא לי
“a wind too strong for these will come for me”
על דטעו בתר ֹנביי שקרא דמתֹנבן להון ברוח דשקר
בכין משרית עממין מאלין קלילין כרוחא ייתון עליהון
82

Moshavi argues otherwise that the question in Jer 31:20 (and Amos 5:25) may expect a negative rather
than a positive answer. He calls this not rhetorical questions, but a conducive question. For his full discussion, see
Adina Moshavi, “Can a positive Rhetorical Question Have a Positive Answer in the Bible,” JSS 56 (2011): 253–273,
at 256-57. See also Holladay, Jeremiah 2, 191.
83
Both the LXX and the PJer turn the rhetorical questions into affirmative statements.
84
Michael Klein, “Associative and Complementary Translation,” 134–40, especially 138–39 on the
discussion of “The Targumic Doublet.”
85
Szpek, Translation Technique, 154.

86
Because they went astray after the prophets of falsehood who prophesied for them in a
spirit of falsehood,
therefore the troops of the nations, swifter than these, shall come against them like the
wind.”

The Hebrew  רוחhas triggered double readings in the translation. In line with the two
preceding verses concerning the prophets of falsehood, the meturgeman first renders the term as
“spirit (of falsehood),” producing the first sentence, which is lacking in the Hebrew. The
meturgeman further interprets the term as “troops of the nations,” as a metaphor for destruction,
which will come to punish God’s people at his command.86

Double Translation for a Single Term with Two Different Roots
5:28
MT

TJ

שמֹנו עשתו ֹגם עברו דברי־רע
They have grown fat and sleek, they have crossed over/transgressed matters of evil
[mine]
עתרו אף קֹנו ֹנכסין אף עברו על פתֹגמי אוריתא עבדו דביש
They have become rich, they have also gained possessions; moreover they have
transgressed the words of the Law. They have done what is evil.

In this verse, the verb  עברhas prompted double readings, thereby producing two
independent sentences in the translation. In the first sentence, the meturgeman understands the
verb עבר, based on its lexicon meaning, as “to cross over/transgress,” and therefore supplies a
direct object for this transitive verb, i.e. “the words of the Law.” In the second sentence, due to

86

See Hayward, Targum Jeremiah, 59, n. 16.

87
their similarity, the root  עברcould be read as “ עבדto do,” which triggers the translation עבדו
“ דבישthey have done what is evil.” 87

4:16
MT
TJ

ויתֹנו על־ערי יהודה קולם
and they lift their voice against the cities of Judah.
וישרון על קרויא דבית יהודה וירימון עליהון בקלהון
and they shall camp against the town of the house of Judah, and lift up their voice
against them.
This is a double translation of the Hebrew verb ויתֹנו. In the square script, “ ויתֹנוand they

lift” (from the root  )ֹנתןcould look very similar with “ ויחֹנוand they camp” (from the root )חֹנה, a
subtle difference between  תand ח.88 The indecisiveness in discerning between these two verbs
might have prompted the meturgeman to include both in the Aramaic translation.

Double Translation of a Single Phrase
2:3
MT

TJ

קדש ישראל ליהוה ראשית תבואתה כל־אכליו יאשמו רעה תבא אליהם ֹנאם־יהוה
Israel was holy to the LORD, the first of His harvest. All who ate of it became guilty;
disaster came to them, declares the Lord
קדשא אֹנון בית ישראל קדם יוי על בזזיהון כדימע ארמות עללא דמן דאכיל מֹניה חייב לממת
דעד לא מקרבין מֹניה כהֹניא בֹני אהרן קרבֹנא על מדבחא כל דאכיל
ַּ וכשירו חצד עומר ארמותא
מֹניה מתחייב אף כן כל בזזיהון דבית ישראל יחובון בשתא תיתי עליהון אמר יוי׃
The house of Israel are holy before the Lord—in respect of those who plunder them—like
fruits of heave-offering of harvest, of which whoever eats is guilty of death; and like
firstlings of harvest, the sheaf of the heave-offering, of which every one who eats, before
the priests the sons of Aaron offer it as a sacrifice upon the altar, is guilty. Even so are all
those who plunder the house of Israel guilty: evil shall come upon them, says the Lord.
87

See Hayward, Targum Jeremiah, 65, n. 23.
See Hayward, Targum Jeremiah, 61, n. 23. However, in private communication, Prof. Edward Cook has
suggested that the double translation is either from  תנהor נתן.
88

88
The Aramaic translation of 2:3 is one of the longest expansions in the TJer, reflecting a
very interesting method employed in the translation. The meturgeman first creates two similes,
referring to the biblical law (halakhic commentary) concerning the firstfruit of the harvest, in
which the Hebrew phrase “all who eat  ”כל־אכליו יאשמוis rendered twice. First, “all who eat” the
heave-offering of the priests are guilty, and second, “all who eat” the first sheaf of the heave
offering before offering it to the Lord are also guilty. In the light of these similes, “all who eat”
Israel (literally “all who plunder” Israel), who is considered the firstfruit of God’s harvest, are
unquestionably held guilty, thereby disaster will befall them. 89

Double Translation of a Whole Verse
12:5
MT

כי את־רֹגלים רצתה וילאוך ואיך תתחרה את־הסוסים ובארץ שלום אתה בוטח ואיך תעשה בֹגאון

TJ

הירדן
If you run with foot soldiers and they have made you weary, and how can you compete
with horses? If you fall in a land of peace, and how will you do in the thicket of the
Jordan?
דֹנא תיובתא לירמיה ֹנביא על בעותיה
[A] ֹנביא את דמי לֹגברא דרהט עם רֹגלאיא ולאי ואיכדין את מדמי למרהט כקביל סוסותא
בבקעתא ובארע שלמא את מתבטח וֹנפיל ואיכדין את מדמי למעבד כקביל חיות ברא ברובי ירדֹנא
[B] ואם על טבוון דאֹנא מוטיב לֹנבוכדֹנצר מלכא דבבל רֹגלאה ֹנביא את חזי ומתמה ומן פון דאחזיך
ומא דאֹנא עתיד למעבד לאבהתך צדיקיא דמן עלמא דרהטו כסוסותא למעבד עובדין טבין קדמי ואף
אמרית להון דאיתי על בֹניכון ברכן וֹנחמן הא כמיא דֹנחתין שטוף בירדֹנא׃
This is the reply to Jeremiah the prophet concerning his petition:
[A] “O prophet, you are likened to a man who has run with the foot-soldiers and is
wearied. And how then do you imagine that you will run as it were in front of the horses?
And if in the valley, in a peaceful land, you are confident, but fall, then how do you think
that you will act as if in front of wild beasts in the pride of Jordan?
[B] And if you see, O prophet, and are astonished at the good things in which l am kind
to Nebuchadnezzar the king of Babylon, the foot-soldier, then what would be the case if I
were to show you also what I am going to do for your righteous fathers who were of old,
89

See Hayward, Targum Jeremiah, 49, n. 2.
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who ran like the horses to do good works before me? And I also said to them that I would
bring blessings on your children and consolations like the waters which run down in a
flood in Jordan.

The Aramaic rendering of 12:5 is long and complex, as the whole verse is expounded
twice. The first translation [A] follows the original Hebrew closely except for two significant
changes. 1) In Hebrew, בטח, the root of בוטח, could mean “to trust” or “to fall,” and both
meanings are reflected in the translation מתבטח וֹנפיל. This is another example of double
translation of a single term. 2) The addition of “wild beasts” could be influenced by 49:19 and
50:44, where a lion is associated with “the thicket of Jordan.” The Hebrew term “ ֹגאוןthicket”
could also mean “pride,” thus the rendering of “the pride of Jordan” in the Aramaic.
The second translation [B] apparently is an aggadic expansion, providing the same semantic
information as the first such as “foot-soldier,” “ran like horses,” and “Jordan.” Besides, the
expansion includes a number of targumic peculiarities such as “good things,” “consolation,” and
“the righteous father.”90

Changes Resulting from Rabbinic Influences

Four distinct categories are highlighted and discussed under this subheading, namely, aggadic
expansion, halakhic interpretation, rabbinic influence, and post-exilic Jewish exegetical tradition
influence.
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See Hayward, Targum Jeremiah, 85, n. 9.
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Aggadic Expansion

2:2
MT

הלך וקראת באזֹני ירושלם לאמר כה אמר יהוה זכרתי לך חסד ֹנעוריך אהבת כלולתיך לכתך אחרי

TJ

בּמדבר בארץ לא זרועה
Go and proclaim in the ears of Jerusalem, saying: Thus says the Lord, I remember
concerning you the loyal love of your childhood and the love of your betrothals, your
following after me in the wilderness, in a land not sown,
איזיל ותתֹנבי קדם עמא דבירושלם למימר כדֹנן אמר יוי דכרֹנא לכון טבוות יומי קדם רחמת
אבהתכון דהימיֹנו במימרי ואזלו בתר תרין שליחי בתר משה ואהרן במדברא ארבעין שֹנין בלא זודין
בארע לא מזדרעא
Go, and prophesy before the people who are in Jerusalem, saying: Thus says the Lord, I
remember in your favor the good things of the days of old, the love of your fathers who
believed in my Memra and followed my two messengers, Moses and Aaron, in the
wilderness for forty years without provisions in a land not sown.

While rendering the first part of the Hebrew verse almost literally, the meturgeman
expands the latter part with three exegetical comments. First, the MT identifies contemporary
Israel with early Israel, whereas the TJer differentiates the latter from the former and stresses that
early Israel was faithful to God and believed in his words. Second, it was Moses and Aaron after
whom they followed, instead of God, so as to remove the anthropomorphic language. Third, the
meturgeman shows that early Israel faithfully followed God’s messengers for 40 years in the
wilderness, even without provisions. This aggadic expansion is clearly reflected in Mek. De R.
Ishmael, attesting Israel’s faithfulness to God in following him in the wilderness, even without
having any sort of provisions. God then rewards Israel by making him as the holy portion of the
Lord (2:3).91 The Babylonian Talmud further affirms the merit of the generation of the
wilderness by stating that they will have a portion in the world to come.92
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Jacob Neusner, Mekhilta According to Rabbi Ishmael: An Analytical Translation, 2 vols. (Atlanta:
Scholars Press, 1988), XIV: I.12 and XXII: I.23. See also Jacob Neusner, Jeremiah in Talmud and Midrash-A
Source Book (Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 2006), 42, 46, 366; Hayward, Targum Jeremiah, 49, n. 1.
92
b. Sanh. 11:23 V.
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2:10
MT

TJ

כי עברו איי כתיים וראו וקדר שלחו והתבוֹנֹנו מאד וראו הן היתה ּכזאת
For cross to the coasts of Kittim and see, and send to Kedar and look very closely, and
see if there has been a thing like this:
ארי עברו לֹנֹגות כיתאה וחזו ולמדיֹנת ערבאי שלחו ואסתכלו לחדא וחזו עממיא דֹגלן מכרך לכרך
וממדיֹנה למדיֹנה ֹנטלין ית טעותהון ומובלין להון עמהון ובאתר דאיֹנון שרן פרסין ית משכֹניהון
ומקימין ית טעותהון וסֹגדין להון אידא היא אומה ולישן דעבדת כותכון בית ישראל
For cross over to the coastlands of the Kittim, and see; and send to the province of the
Arabs and observe carefully; and see the nations who go into exile from district to
district and from province to province transporting their idols and carrying them
with them. And in the place where they settle, they spread their tents, and set up
their idols and worship them. Where now is a nation and language which has acted
like you, O house of Israel?
The Aramaic translation is a long aggadic expansion triggered by “see if there has been a

thing like this,” in which the meturgeman attempts to help his audiences understand what
happened to those nations who went into exile. Those nations were wandering about from place
to place, yet they continued to show faithfulness to their idols and to worship them wherever
they went, though their idols were of no profit at all to them. However, God’s chosen people had
forsaken their God and went after those worthless idols (TJer 2:11).93

10:11
MT כדֹנה תאמרון להום אלהיא ֽדי־שמיא וארקא לא עבדו יאבדו מארעא ומן־תחות שמיא אלה
Thus you shall say to them, gods who did not make the heavens and the earth will perish
from the earth and from under the heavens.
TJ
דֹנא פרשֹגן אֹגרתא די שלח ירמיה ֹנביא לות שאר סבי ֹגלותא דבבבל דאם יימרון לכון עממיא דאתון
ביֹניהון פלחו לטעותא בית ישראל כדין תתיבון וכדין תימרון להון טעון די אתון פלחין להון טעון דלית
בהון צרוך אֹנין מן שמיא לא יכלן לאחתא מטרא ומן ארעא לא יכלן לצמחא פירין איֹנין ופלחיהון
ייבדו מארעא וישתיצון מן תחות שמיא אלין׃
This is a copy of the letter which Jeremiah the prophet sent to the remnant of the
elders of the Exile who were in Babylon. “If the nations among whom you are
should say to you, Worship the idols, O house of Israel: thus you shall answer and
thus shall you say to them: ‘The idols which you worship are idols in which there is
no profit. They cannot bring down rain from heaven, and they cannot make fruits
93
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sprout forth from the earth. They and those who worship them shall perish from the
earth and shall be destroyed from under these heavens.

This is the only verse in Jeremiah written in Aramaic and has thus elicited much
scholarly debate on the appropriateness of this verse to this context. The awkward insertion of
this verse must have prompted the aggadic expansion by the meturgeman so as to resolve the
predicament. The meturgeman states that this is the letter from Jeremiah sent to the exile in
Babylon, accusing them of idolatry, and this could be the reason why it is written in Aramaic,
where Aramaic was the lingua franca of the Middle East. Both the Jerusalem Talmud and
Genesis Rabbah affirm that Aramaic is no less inferior to the holy language Hebrew.94

Halakhic Interpretation

6:26 (and 25:34)
MT והתפלשי באפר
and roll in ashes,
TJ
טמא
ָּ ישיכֹון ְׁב ִק
ֵ וְׁ חּופּו ֵר
and cover your head with ashes

This is a typical example where the custom (or law) in the biblical times has been
changed to conform to the legal requirements of the rabbinic halakha. During the biblical times,
one had to roll in ashes on the ground to convey the customary symbol of deep mourning. This
custom has been changed to covering the head with wood ashes, not dust, in the Talmudic age.95
Though the biblical custom has no direct contradiction with the halakha, the Targum will opt to
reflect the contemporaneous custom for the benefits of the listeners. Smolar and Aberbach are
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y. Sotah. 7:2.I 1 and Gen. Rab. LXX IV:XIV.1; See also Neusner, Jeremiah in Talmud, 88, 124.
Elsewhere, Churgin considers this verse as an incursion. See Churgin, Targum Jonathan, 134-35.
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right to say, “Inevitably, accuracy and historical truth had to be sacrificed on the altar of halachic
orthodoxy.”96

Rabbinic Influence

17:12
MT כסא כבוד מרום מראשון מקום מקדשֹנו
Throne of glory exalted from the beginning [is] the place of our sanctuary.
TJ
פורעֹנותא תתעביד מֹניה מן קדם דשכיֹנתיה על כורסי יקרא בשמי מרומא עיל מן אולא מקביל אתר
בית מקדשֹנא
Punishment shall be exacted of him before the One whose Shekhina is upon the Throne
of Glory in the heavens on high, higher than the beginning, corresponding to the place
of the house of our sanctuary.
The targumic addition “punishment shall be exacted of him” is prompted by the pronoun
“him,” which refers to “the wicked,” which is the last Aramaic word in the preceding clause. The
said “punishment” comes from the one whose dwelling place is upon the “Throne of Glory,” which
is deemed to be one of the six things that came before the creation of the world (Gen. Rab. 1:4; cf.
b. Ned. 4:4a, I.3.I),97 which further triggers the rest of the addition in the verse. Also, the word
“glory” usually refers only to “the Temple” of Yahweh in the rabbinic literature (Gen. Rab. 3:4;
Pesiq Rab Kah. 21:3).98

Post-Exilic Jewish Exegetical Tradition Influence

22:20
MT עלי הלבֹנון וצעקי
96

Smolar and Aberbach, Studies TJ, 60–61.
b. Ned. 4:4A-C I states otherwise that there were seven things created before the world was made, that is,
Torah, repentance, the Garden of Eden, Gehenna, the throne of glory, the house of the sanctuary, and the name of
the Messiah.
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Go up to Lebanon and cry out,
TJ

סקי לבית מקדשא וצוחי
Go up to the house of the sanctuary and shout;
The term “Lebanon” occurs four times in the TJer. Only one occurrence is rendered in its

literal sense (18:14), viz. as a place-name, while the rest are all interpreted symbolically as “the
house of the Sanctuary/Temple.” Based on Vermes’s study, the interpretation of “Lebanon” as
“Temple” was an exegetical tradition created during the post-exilic period.99 This Jewish tradition
can be attested in the Qumran commentary (Habakkuk Commentary 12.3–4 on Hab 2:17) and the
rabbinic literature (Mek. to Exod. 17:4). This tradition also was adopted by the Targumim (cf.
TDeut 1:7; 3:25; 11:24; T2Kg 19:23; THos 14:8(7); THab 2:17; TZech 10:10; TSong 4:8, 15).

Other Changes

There are two categories under this subheading, which could not be grouped under the above
subheading, in which it is not clear whether the motivation is clarification or explanation.

Using Stock Phrases

As Targumim were originally intended to be presented orally in the synagogue, intelligibility is,
therefore, one of the greatest concerns of the meturgemanim. One of the most effective ways to
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G. Vermes, Scripture and Tradition, 36.
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satisfy such concern is to consistently employ a number of stock words or phrases,100 to create a
strong sense of sameness, particularly in all the books in the TJ. The table below highlights the
most common stock phrases found in the TJer.

TJer101
 ַּהרהּור102
“corrupt fancy”

תח ָּב ָּרא
ַּ ְׁל ִא
“to associate with …”

MT
For a single term שררות
“stubbornness”

TJer 3:17; 7:24; 9:13; 11:8; 13;10; 16:12;
18:12; 23:17. cf. TPs 81:3

For various phrases that express
Israel’s action of seeking love
from or becoming lover to other
nations

TJer 2:18, 25, 33; 3:1, 2, 13. cf. TEzek
16:15, 25, 29; THos 4:17.

לחֹנִ י
ָּ מתב ְׁל ֻפ
ָּ תח ְׁסֹנִ ין ִל
ַּ ְׁד ִמ

For two terms, “ משובהapostasy”

“those who restrain themselves
from returning to my worship”

and “ שובבunfaithful,” which
stem from the same root

כרֹנִ י ֳק ָּד ָּמך
ָּ יֵ יעֹול ֻד
“let the memorial of [so and so]
come in before me”

ָּלא ַּר ֲעוָּ א ֳק ָּדם יוי
“There is no pleasure before the
Lord”

ָּכס ִדלוָּ ט
“cup of cursing”103

ימ ִרי
ְׁ ְׁב ַּס ֲע ָּדך ֵמ
“my Memra will be at your
assistance”

100

Verse

TJer 3:6, 8, 11, 12, 14, 22; 8:5; 31:22.

God “remembers” or “visit” so
and so

TJer 14:21; 15:15; 18:20; 27:22; 29:10;
32:5.

For various phrases that express
God’s rejection of Israel or their
prayers

TJer 5:10; 7:16; 11:14; 14:10,12; 15:1.
cf. T1Sam 16:8,9,10; 15:26; T1kg 22:28;
TIsa 1:11,15; THos 8:13; TZeph 1:12;
TMal 1:10.

For various phrases that express
God’s punishment against the
nations

TJer 1:5, 18; 8:14; 9:14; 23:15; 25:15;
49:12; 50:25. Cf., TIsa 13:1,5; 15:1; 17:1;
19:1, 21:11,13; 23:1; 51:17,22; TNah 1:1;
THab 2:16.

For the phrase “I am with you”

TJer 1:8, 19; 15:20; 30:11; 42:11; 46:28.
Cf., TJosh 1:5, 9, 17; 3:7; 6:12, 16; 1
TSam 10:7; 17:37; 20:13; 2 TSam 7:3;
7:9; 14:17; 1 TKg 11:38; Isa 41:10, 13;
43:5.

Stock words or phrases refer to common terms or expressions that are used to render the same words or
phrases in Hebrew. In some case, the same common terms or expression are used to render different words or
phrases, which have the same sense in Hebrew. In a broader scope, according to Hayward, stock phrases refer to
those expressions that appear in two or more Targumim, when the underlying Hebrew of the several Targumim is
different in each instance. Hayward, Targum Jeremiah, 5–7; Kevin J. Cathcart and Robert P. Gordon, The Targum
of the Minor Prophets (ArBib 14; Wilmington, DE: Michael Clazier, 1989), 2–3.
101
In some cases, the Aramaic phrases might vary with slight modification.
102
 הרהורmeans “disturbing or exciting thoughts” (CAL), or “corrupt, evil, heated imagination or thoughts”
(Hayward, Targum Jeremiah, 57, n.15), or “the evil inclination of the heart” (Ernest G. Clarke, Targum PseudoJonathan: Deuteronomy [ArBib 5B; Collegeville, MN: Liturgical Press, 1998], 82.
103
See Hayward, Targum Jeremiah, 47, n.9.
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רבא
ָּ טלין ְׁב ַּח
ִ תכֹנשּון ֲע ָּלך ְׁד ָּק
ַּ ִי
ִמ ְׁסחֹור ְׁסחֹור
“those who kill with the sword
who are gathered together against
them”104

For the phrase “Terror on every
side” מֹגור מסביב

TJer 6:25; 20:3,10; 46:5; 49:29. Cf., TPs
31:14

Contemporization

One common translational technique employed by all Targumim is to contemporize geographical
and gentilic names as well as certain historical events.105

Bible Verses
MT–Kedar
TJ-the province of the Arabs

2:10

Remarks
“Kedar” is usually identified with “Arabs” but sometimes is left
unchanged (Jer 49:28).106
“Exile” is a prominent theme in the Targum,107 which has
become an important interpretive lens through which the
Targum explicate the text. The Targum employs two different
verbs for “exile,” namely, the Aramaic cognate ֹגלי, for the MT

MT–I sent her away
TJ–I exiled her

3:8

 ֹגלהand טלטל. Besides, other Hebrew verbs that denote similar
sense as “exile,” are all rendered with the Aramaic ֹגלה.108 It
seems that the exile has left an ineffaceable experience on the
Jewish people, which often prompted the meturgeman to
interpret the text in this light.109

The LXX has “dwelling all around” and the PJer “on every side.”
For detailed discussion, see Smolar and Aberbach, Studies TJ, ch. 3.
106
Smolar and Aberbach, Studies TJ, 117.
107
In the MT of Jeremiah, the verb “ ֹגלהto exile” and both the noun גֹולה
ָּ and “ גָלּותexile” appear 19, 10 and
104
105

5 times respectively. But in the Targum of Jeremiah, the verb “ ֹגליto exile” and the noun “ ֹגלוexile” appear as many
as 79 times and 34 times respectively. Beside the 19 occurrences that appear in the original Hebrew, 45 render other
related Hebrew words and 15 are intentionally added by the meturgeman. In addition, the TJer also employs another
verb for “exile,” i.e. טלטל, for 23 times.
108

Such as “ עוזto take refuge” (6:1), “ שלךto cast out” (7:15), “ ֹנדחto drive away” (8:3), “ יצאto go out”

(10:20), “ ֹנועto wander” (14:10), “ ֹנתקto pull off” (22:24), “ עזבto leave” (25:38), “ סורto remove” (32:31), and הלְך
“to go” (51:50).
109
Dray, Targum of Kings, 20-22; Smolar and Aberbach, Studies TJ, 201–207.
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MT–prophet
TJ–scribe/teacher (29:15)

As the Talmud considers “a sage is superior to a prophet,” the
term “prophet” is replaced by the term “scribe,” which also
functions as “teacher.”111 The scribes were “powerful and
influential group of his own day,”112 and “became the
authoritative interpreters of the prophets.”113

6:17

MT–watchmen צפים
TJ–teachers

Again, the meturgeman retrojects the rabbinic concept of
learning and teaching into biblical context by equating the
prophet and the watchman with the teacher, who is the custodian
of Torah to safeguard the moral and spiritual values of the
people.114 Cf. TEzek 3:17; 33:7.

7:6
22:3

MT–alien
TJ–proselyte

The biblical word  ֹגרis invariably rendered with the Mishnaic

7:18
44:19

MT–cake
TJ–tunics

Targum replaced the term “cake” with “tunic,” which is a
contemporary Greek loanword.116

10:9

MT–Tarshish
TJ–Africa

This unusual identification could be arbitrary. 117

13:23

MT–Cushite (Ethiopian)
TJ–Indian

Few inconclusive reasons are given to explain this strange
identification.118

25:24

MT–the mixed people
TJ–the Arabs

The rendering of “Arabs” in the TJer could be probably due to
the similarity between the two terms. 119

26:10

MT–the New Gate
TJ–the Eastern door

The Targum identifies the eastern, middle gate of the First
Temple with the entrance gate of Ezekiel’s vision (Ezek 40:15),
which in turn is identified with the Nicanor gate of the Herodian
Temple.120

31:38

MT–Tower of Hananel
TJ–Tower of Piqqus

The tower of Hananel is identified with Herod’s tower of
Piqqus, as both were built at the same location.121

110

6:13

MT–Goah
TJ–the calf-pool

31:39

word  ֹגיורin the Targum and the Talmud.115

As “Goad” was no longer known in the Talmudic age, it was
rendered as a generic term “the calf-pool.” The noun ג ָּעה
“Goad” is probably taken as verb “ ֹגעהto low” of young cattle
by the TJer.122
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See also TJer 8:10; 14:18; 18:18; 23:11, 33, 34; 26:7, 8, 16; 29:1.
Smolar and Aberbach, Studies TJ, 101–102.
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117
See Smolar and Aberbach, Studies TJ, 122.
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See Smolar and Aberbach, Studies TJ, 116; Hayward, Targum Jeremiah, 89, n. 12.
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MT “ ָּה ֶע ֶרבthe mixed people,” and might be a dittography, which is omitted by the LXX; see Thompson, Jeremiah,
515, n. 5.
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31:40

MT–the Horse gate
TJ–the king’s race-course

The TJer could have mistakenly identified the Horse gate,
located south of the temple area, with the king’s race-course, the
hippodrome probably built by Herod.123

32:9

MT–seventeen silver shekels
TJ–seven manas and ten selas of
silver

The Hebrew “Shekel” is invariably rendered “sela” in the
Targum (cf. Gen 23:15), as the sela was the standard silver coin
current during the Talmudic period.124

35:4
52:24

MT–the doorkeepers
TJ–the temple officers/trustees

The temple officers were in charge of the keys of the temple
court and also acted as temple treasurers. 125

44:30

MT–Pharaoh Hophra
TJ–Pharaoh the Broken One/ the
Lame One

Interestingly, the meturgeman rendered Pharaoh Hophro as “the
Lame One,” the same rendering for Pharaoh Neco, who was
Hophra’s predecessor.126 (cf. 46:2).

46:2

MT–Pharaoh Neco
TJ–Pharaoh the Lame One

The person’s name, “Neco,” is rendered as a generic term “the
Lame one” from the same root “ ֹנכהto be lame.”127

46:25

MT–No (Thebes)
TJ–Alexandria

The city of No (Thebes) is wrongly seen as the great city of
Alexandria, which is hundreds of miles north of No.

49:7,
20

MT–Teman
TJ–the south

In the MT, Teman, a district in Edom, is used here as part for
whole for “Edom.” The Hebrew word for Teman, ימן
ָּ ת,
ֵ also
denotes “south” in general. The TJer could have use the general
meaning to render this geographical name. 128

50:21

MT–Merathaim
TJ–the rebellious people

Like Teman in 49:7, Merathaim is used here as part for whole
for “Babylon.” In Hebrew, Merathaim would mean “double
rebellion,” and the Aramaic rendering could have based on this
general meaning.

123

Smolar and Aberbach, Studies TJ, 119.
Bernard Grossfeld, The Targum Onqelos to Genesis: Translated, with Apparatus and Notes (ArBib 6;
Wilmington, DE: Michael Glazier, 1988), 83, n. 11.
125
Smolar and Aberbach, Studies TJ, 104 and n. 251.
126
Two possible reasons are given for such rendering: 1) direct influence by Pharaoh Neco, who was
interpreted as “the Lame One” by the meturgeman (cf. TJer 46:2); 2) Hophra was strangled, and the Aramaic תבירא
“broken” comes close to “strangulation.” Smolar and Aberbach, Studies TJ, 94 and n. 174.
127
Hayward, Targum Jeremiah, 167, n. 2.
128
Smolar and Aberbach, Studies TJ, 123–24.
124
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Conclusion

In short, the various types of changes in the TJer as discussed above can be summarized as
follows:
Type of Change129

Remark

Changes intended to clarify the meaning of Hebrew text

1

Addition

This refers to new materials added to the Hebrew text for
various purposes, among others, to supply the subject or the
object; to identify the speaker or the addressee; to supply a
relative clause; to supply a purpose clause; to supply a causal
clause; to clarify the obscure Hebrew; as an exegetical
complement; to supply the particle הא.

Substitution

This is to replace a word or a phrase with the nearest
equivalent. In most cases a single Aramaic term is used to
translate various Hebrew terms.

3

Grammatical changes

This refers to corrections made on the grammatical anomalies
in the Hebrew text, among others, to replace a singular noun
with a plural noun; to replace a noun with a verb; to replace a
verb with a noun; to insert a definite article; to insert a verb; to
insert an object; to insert an adjective; to insert a suffix; to
insert an inseparable preposition; to insert a separable
preposition; to insert a conjunctive adverb; to insert a
prepositional phrase; to change to the gender of a verb; to
change the person of a verb; to the mood of a verb; to combine
two independent clauses; to split a clause into two
independent clauses; to use different root in the translation; to
rectify grammatical errors in the MT.

4

Question resolved to
affirmative statement

The Targum tends to resolve a question in the MT into an
affirmative statement to avoid misconception among the
audience.

5

Interpreting difficult Hebrew

This refers to changes made in the translation to make sense of
the difficult Hebrew.

6

Making vague expressions
clearer

This change aims to use more precise language to convey the
exact meaning in the translation.

2

Changes intended to explain the meaning of the text
1

Targum disagreeing with MT
129

author.

These are striking changes made in the translation where the
meturgeman disagrees with the MT

The list is in no way exhaustive; there could be other changes which are unknowingly omitted by this
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2

Conditional to declarative
statement

This change intends to remove any ambiguity, if any, in the
Hebrew text.

3

Converse translation

This change is to reverse the original meaning of the MT.

4

Double translation

The Targum sometimes might expound a Hebrew term, or
phrase, or a sentence twice.

Changes resulting from Rabbinic influences
1

Aggadic expansion

The Hebrew text is extensively expanded according to
materials in Rabbinic literature.

2

Halakhic interpretation

This refers to changes made to conform to the legal
requirements of the Rabbinic halakhah.

3

Rabbinic influence

This refers to changes made due to the influence of Rabbinic
literature.

4

Post-exilic Jewish exegetical
tradition influence

This refers to changes due to the influence of post-exilic
Jewish exegetical tradition.

Others
1

Using stock phrases

This is to substitute a Hebrew word or phrase with an Aramaic
stock word or phrase to create a strong sense of unity and
sameness in the translation.

2

Contemporization

This refers to changes aimed to contemporize geographical
and gentilic names as well as historical events in the
translation.

CHAPTER FOUR

THE CONCEPT OF GOD

Introduction

It is evident from the previous chapter that one of the translational characteristics of the Targum
is contemporization. The original Hebrew text is contemporized not only to be compatible with
the contemporary rabbinic ideology but also to reflect and resolve the pressing concerns of the
synagogal community.1 Contemporization is clearly exhibited in the concept of God in the
Targum, where the treatment of the concept of God is more rigorous and reverent than that in the
Hebrew Bible.2 It appears that a relatively large degree of autonomy has been entrusted to the
meturgeman to render the original text, who consciously removes expressions that show
irreverence to God or appear to be contradictory to rabbinic ideology. Expressions that ascribe
human forms and experiences to God are carefully revised. They are either removed or replaced
with theologically acceptable phrases, though not always consistent. As God is Holy Other, a

1
Paul V.M. Flesher, “Targum as Scripture,” in Targum and Scripture, ed. Paul V.M. Flesher (SAIS 2;
Leiden: Brill, 2002): 61-75, at 71.
2
For the discussion of the concept of God, See Smolar and Aberbach, Studies TJ, 130-50; Etan Levine, The
Aramaic Version of the Bible: Contents and Context (BZAW 174; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1988), 46-61; Dray,
Targum of Kings, 61–101.
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“reverential distancing”3 between God and man is often safeguarded. Thus, making God the
subject or the object of divine or human activity is avoided. Instead, certain intermediary buffer
words are employed as a circumlocution for God. This chapter will explore these phenomena
concerning the concept of God in the Targum of Jeremiah.

The Names and Divine Titles of God

There are thirteen different names or divine titles used by the Targum of Jeremiah to describe
God of which five have (slightly) different renderings in the TJer, while the rest are rendered
literally. Detailed discussion will only be given to the five names, which have different rendering
in the TJer.
“ יויThe Lord.” This name is primarily used to substitute for the Tetragrammaton, that is, the
self-revelatory name of the Israelite God, in the Targum. Two other forms of the
Tetragrammaton are also used in the Targum, namely, ( יייmostly in Targum Neofiti, Targum
Pseudo-Jonathan, Targum to Chronicles, and Targum to Psalms) and ( ייmostly in Targum to

3

This phrase is borrowed from Dray, Targum of Kings, 96. Though anti-anthropomorphism in the
Targumim can be considered as a kind of “demetaphorization,” it is intended to achieve different purpose than just
simply dissolving a metaphor into its plain meaning as discussed in Chapter 7. Most of the time, the Targumim
would dissolve metaphor for the sake of the clarity and intelligibility of the text. Whereas, in the case of
demetaphorizing the anthropomorphic expressions, it is employed not so much for clarifying the text but for
segregating the Holy from the mortal, or in Dray’s word, “for ensuring a reverential distancing.” Thus, I would
argue that while anti-anthropomorphisms can be viewed as a kind of demetaphorization, it is used with more
nuanced purpose than simply clarifying the text.

103
Samuel and Targum to Judges). In the TJer,  יויoccurs 735 times, with 721 occurrences rendered
from the Hebrew term  יהוהand 14 occurrences from אדֹני.4
In rabbinic circles during the targumic era, pronunciation of the Tetragrammaton was
prohibited. Only the high priest could pronounce it once a year on the Day of Atonement (cf. m.
Yoma 6:2), and the priests in the Temple when they recited the Priestly Blessing (m. Sot. 7:6).5
Whereas in everyday speech from the first century onwards, a popular form JahJah or JehJah was
used in place of the Tetragrammaton.6 According to Ortlepp, “Jewish scholars substituted the
Tetragrammaton with yy in Targums with Tiberian vocalization, with yyy in Targums with
Palestinian vocalization, and ywy in Targums with Babylonian vocalization.”7

4

A. Marmorstein has painstakingly rendered a comprehensive list of the names of God that appeared in
rabbinic writings. Among the ninety-one names enumerated and discussed, none of the form of the three Aramaic
names for God mentioned here are found. A. Marmorstein, The Old Rabbinic Doctrine of God: The Name &
Attributes of God (London: Oxford University Press, 1927), 54-107.
5
Louis Isaac Rabinowitz, “Names of God: In the Talmud,” EJ 7:675–76. At a later stage, the
Tetragrammaton was substituted by “ השםThe Name,” a name which was not taken up by the Targumim.
6
Steven Ortlepp, Pronunciation of the Tetragrammaton: A Historical-Linguistic Approach (2010), 25. For
clarification, Ortlepp’s quote from Norman Walker concerning the popular first century pronunciation of the Divine
Name is worth to repeat in full here:
“Aquilla’s version, made round about 130 A.D., is remarkable for its Old Hebrew lettering of the Divine
Name in the midst of the Greek text. Put into square character, what Aquilla wrote was yhyh, Jâh-Jâh [cf. yâh of MT
and Greek ’lá of Aq, Sym, Theod, and Quinta of Origen’s Hexapla], the popular substitute of yhwh “Yahweh”, the
ineffable Name, the very naming of which was regarded as blasphemy as far back as the third cnetury BC, if the
LXX at Lev. xxiv 16 represents current public oponion … By the time the Mishna was compiled (c. 190 A.D.) the
pronunciation had become pratically JeJâ as the form yeyâ shows …
The recovery of a purer Ben Asher Text by KAHLE [KITTEL, Biblia Hebraica (Third Edition, 1945)]
reveals that the Divine Name was earlier pointed yehyâh, that is with the vowels of JeJâ and not those of ’Adhonâi.
It seems to me that this vocalization supports the impliation of Aquila and the Mishnaic form, namely, that in the
first two centuries A.D. at least, if not later, the Divine Name was uttered JehJâh or briefly JeJâ.” [author’s italics]
7
Ortlepp, Pronunciation of the Tetragrammaton, 37–38.
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On a few occasions, the Hebrew  אלהיםis intentionally rendered as ( יויe.g., TO Exod
1:178) to avoid any misconception of polytheism or confusion with other deities other than the
one called by the Tetragrammaton among the uneducated audiences.9
“ אלהGod.”10 This name appears 113 times in the TJer, mainly used to render the Hebrew term
 אלהיםin reference to the God of Israel, the so-called majestic plural, except on two occasions
when it translates the Hebrew term ( אל32:28; 51:56). This name has been changed from a plural
noun in Hebrew to a singular noun in Aramaic in order to eliminate any ambiguity arising from
using a plural term for a monotheistic God.11 Also, when  אלהיםis used to refer to the pagan gods
in Hebrew, the meturgeman has consistently replaced it with a derogatory term “ טעוidol” in
Aramaic, patently denying the existence of any other gods.
“ אלהיםGod.” Though the Aramaic term  אלהusually translates the Hebrew term אלהים, as
discussed above, 15 occurrences of  אלהיםare still found in the TJer. However,  אלהיםnever
occurs alone and always follows the Tetragrammaton, viz. יוי אלהים. Of the 15 occurrences of יוי

The Hebrew “ ותיראן המילדת את־האלהיםBut the midwives feared God” becomes ודחילא חיתא מן קדם יוי
“But the midwives feared from before the Lord” in the Targum.
9
Israel Draxin, Targum Onkelos to Exodus: An English Translation of the Text with Analysis and
Commentary (New York: Ktav, 1990), 45, n. 29.
10
As the following discussion of the Hebrew name  אלהיםbetrays, the Aramaic  אלהיםis only used for the
8

Hebrew phrases  אדֹני יהוהand יהוה אלהים. When  אלהיםappears alone in the Hebrew text, the plural  אלהיםis
invariably reduced to a singular אלה.
11
Elsewhere, Drazin states that “the Targum changes the plural from the singular to avoid the concept of
polytheism.” See Israel Drazin, Targum Onkelos to Deuteronomy: An English Translation of the Text with Analysis
and Commentary (New York: Ktav Publishing House, 1982), 85, n. 3.
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אלהים, 14 are translated from the Hebrew phrase  אדֹני יהוהand once from יהוה אלהים.12 In the
Targum, the Hebrew  אדֹניis invariably rendered as יוי, and the second term  יהוהare usually
substituted by the Aramaic אלהים.13
As the name  אלהיםcan refer to both God or the gods of the nations in Hebrew, all the
Targumim have avoided using it lest it created confusion among the audience, mixing the holy
with the profane. Such avoidance gradually caused the name to fall out of use “in the synagogues
and the school of the first four centuries in Palestine except in quotation from the Bible, in
prayers, and magic,”14 and it is only used in the Targumim when rendering the dual name of
God.
“ ֹגיברThe Mighty One.” God is explicitly called “the Mighty One” by the meturgeman (14:9),
who deliberately removes the metaphor that seems to contain blasphemous language about God;
thus, the Hebrew [“ כֹגבור לא־יוכל להושיעGod is] like a mighty man who is not able to save” is
turned into an affirmative statement in Aramaic “ את ֹגיבר יכיל למפרקYou, O mighty One, are

12

אדֹני יהוה: TJer 1:6; 2:19, 22; 4:10; 7:20; 14:13; 32:17, 25; 44:26; 46:10(2x); 49:5; 50:25, 31. יהוה אלהים:

TJer 10:10.
13
Hayward points out that TN has different rendering of the dual name of God. Similar to that in rabbinic
writings, the Tetragrammaton denotes the attribute of mercy, and Elohim that of judgment, thus,  אדֹניis taken to
represent some aspect of mercy: “O Lord God, what will you give” is paraphrased “I pray by the mercy that is
before you, o Lord” (Gen 15:2). Robert Hayward, Divine Name and Presence: The Memra (OCPHS; Totowa, NJ:
Allanheld, Osmun, 1981), 39–41.
14
Marmorstein remarks, “This innovation has to be regarded as one of the most important intellectual
movement in old Israel… One of the most remarkable days in the history of Israel was that moment in the life of
Jews when it dawned even on the minds of the broad masses, that the God who spoke to them through Moses and
the Prophets, who admonished them through the Scribes and teachers, who appealed to them through the word of the
Torah and the symbols of the observances, was different from the deities of Egypt and Babylonian, Greece and
Rome, of the philosophers and astrologers. Therefore, the term was no longer sufficient to express their religious
needs and requirements. No longer did it convey the higher, purer, and clearer idea of God, which became more and
more the religious view of the whole people.” Marmorstein, Old Rabbinic, 67-68.
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able to redeem.” The adjective in Hebrew has become a vocative in the TJer. On the other hand,
Marmorstein points out that this term, occurred mostly in the Tannaitic literature, appears to
stress the teaching that the authority of the commandments does not come from Moses but the
mouth of the Mighty God.15
“ מרי ֹגמליאThe Lord of Rewards.” The term  מריoccurs only once in the TJer (51:56), and has
no equivalent in the Hebrew text. It is commonly used to refer to a human master but sometimes
to God. The same epithet is also found in TIsa 35:4 and 59:18. In the book of Daniel, God is also
called “the Lord of kings” (Dan 2:47), and “the Lord of heaven” (Dan 5:23).

Besides the five names as discussed above, there are another eight different names or
divine titles of God used in the TJer, namely, יוי צבאות/“ יוי אלהים צבאותThe Lord of hosts/The
Lord God of Hosts,” “ אלהא דישראלThe God of Israel,” “ מלכאKing,” “ אלה קייםThe Living
God,” “ קדישא דישראלThe holy one of Israel,” “ מלך כל עלמיאThe King of all Ages,” אלה כל
“ בסראThe God of all Flesh,” and “ קשוטTruth.” Though these Aramaic names or divine titles of
God are no different from their Hebrew counterparts, in terms of translation and number of
occurrences, it is still worthwhile to render a brief discussion on each of these names.
 יוי צבאות/ “ יוי אלהים צבאותThe Lord of hosts/The Lord God of Hosts.” This name not only has
the same number of occurrences (82x) as that in MT, it also conveys the same biblical meaning,
namely, the Lord is sovereign for He is the Lord of the universe. The vast majority of the name

15

Marmorstein, Old Rabbinic, 82.
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are found in Isaiah and Jeremiah, especially in the oracles against the nations, where the
powerless nation of Israel was mercilessly ravaged by its surrounding powerful nations. It is in
those critical situations the absolute power of God is emphasized.16
“ אלהא דישראלThe God of Israel.” This name occurs 49 times in the TJer, similar to that in the
MT, mainly in the messenger formula to qualify “the Lord” or “the Lord of the Hosts.” This
name betrays the close relationship between the sovereign God and Israel. In the rabbinic
writings, this name is used mostly in exorcism and magic.17
“ מלכאKing.” Again, this divine title has the same number of occurrences as that in the MT
(46:18; 48:15; 51:57), all in the oracle against the nations, creating a sharp contrast with the king
of Babylon.18 Each occurrence is further qualified by the phrase “the Lord Hosts is His name,”
clearly indicating that God is not the earthly king, like the king of Babylon, but the sovereign
king of the universe. In these oracles, God not only decrees that the Babylonian king will come
to attack the land of Egypt (46:18) and Moab (48:15), but also he himself will come to punish
Babylon for her evil deeds (51:49–53).
“ אלה קייםThe Living God.” Similar to that in the MT, this divine title appears two times in the
TJer (10:10; 23:36), signifying that God is the God who lives (forever). He is different from the
gods of the nations who are dead (10:3–9), and will always preserve his words from being
“annulled” (or “perverted” in Hebrew) by the false prophets (23:36).

John N. Oswalt, “God,” DOTP 280-93.
Marmorstein, Old Rabbinic, 67-68.
18
Though Nebuchadnezzar king of Babylon is not explicitly mentioned in 48:15 (the oracle against Moab),
and the history of Moab is also not well recorded and preserved, Moab had finally lost her independency to
Nebuchadnezzar in 582 B.C., according to Josephus, A.J. x.9.7. See also Thompson, Jeremiah, 701.
16
17
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“ קדישא דישראלThe holy one of Israel.” Two occurrences of this divine title are found in the
oracle against Babylon (50:29; 51:5). This title reflects one of the most essential attributes of the
sovereign God, the holiness of God upon which He will exercise moral authority over Babylon
and His people.19
עלמיא
ַּ
“ ַּמ ַּלך כלThe King of all Ages.” This divine title appears once in 10:7, and a shorter form
in 10:10 (“ מלך עלמיןKing of Ages”). However, they are rendered from two different phrases in
Hebrew, i.e. “ מלך הֹגויםKing of the nations” in 10:7, and “ מלך עולםthe eternal king” in 10:10.
The rendering of  מלך הֹגויםas  מלך עלמיןin TJer 10:7 is influenced by the preceding verse
(together with 10:10), which describes the surpassing greatness of God, “There is none besides
you, O Lord; you are great, and your name is great in power” (TJer 10:6).20
“ אלה כל בסראThe God of all Flesh.” This divine title occurs only once in the TJer (32:27; cf.,
“the God of the spirits of all people” in Num 16:22; 27:16), and is in apposition with the selfrevelatory declaration “I am the Lord.” In its context, this name emphasizes God as creator,
giver, and sustainer, who is sovereign over all flesh.21

19
This name has been expanded in rabbinic writings, viz. “ הקדוש ברוך הואThe Holy One, blesses be He.”
Marmorstein, Old Rabbinic, 97.
20
For further discussion, see E. J. Weisenberg, “The Liturgical Term Melekh Ha-‘Olam,” JJS 15 (1964):
1–56.
21
R. Dennis Cole, Numbers (NAC 3B; Nashville: Broadman & Holman Publishers, 2000), 266.
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“ קשוטTruth.” This divine title occurs only once in the TJer22 (10:10; cf., Dan 2:47;
4:34[=English 4:37]), rendered from the Hebrew אמת. This term is found in Marmorstein’s list,
who writes, “In Rabbinic theology, this attribute is connected with God’s eternity. He, who is
eternal can be true, trustworthy, faithful to His creatures ... This attribute of God’s truth is also
the basis of the belief in reward and punishment.”23

Conclusion

Of the thirteen names or divine titles of God used in the Hebrew Bible of Jeremiah, only the
Tetragrammaton is rendered with an Aramaic term used exclusively in the Targum. The rest of
the names and divine titles of God are literally rendered with their Aramaic equivalents, with
minimum alteration. Such rigorous treatment of the names and divine titles of God by the
meturgemanim truly reflect their reverence toward God.

The Nature of God

The One and Only God (Monotheism)

The biblical belief in absolute monotheism finds its even stronger advocate in the Targumim,
which are under significant influence by the rabbinic ideology, where God is also called the

This verse can also be rendered as “The Lord is a true God.”
Marmorstein adds, “The word  אמתis explained after the Notarikon fashion to imply a protest against
Gnostic dualism and Christological ideas. The  אmeans God is the first, and not the Demiurgos;  תthe last (He has no
22
23

successor), and מ, besides Him there is none.” Marmorstein, Old Rabbinic, 179–81.
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“One” or “The unique One of the world.”24 Thus, the Hebrew “There is none like you” is
paraphrased “There is none beside you” (lit. “There is none except for you”) in TJer 10:6.25 To
avoid any misapprehension that the MT could imply the concept of monolatry, the meturgeman
carefully turns the metaphor in 10:6 into “an assertion of monotheism.”26 Obviously, such
paraphrasing is imbued with apologetic overtones.
A similar example can be found in TO Ex 15:11, in which the two rhetorical questions
“Who is like You among the gods, O Lord? Who is like you?” are replaced with two affirmative
statements “There is no one besides you; You are God, O Lord, there is no God,”27 tellingly
asserting the uniqueness of God.28 Obviously, “[t]his paraphrase leaves no room for theological
error – there are no lesser gods and there is no basis for dangerous comparisons.”29
On the other hand, the meturgeman blatantly denies the existence of other gods. All the
terms referring to “other gods” or “foreign gods” are invariably replaced with “idols of the
nations.” Thus, “Bel is ashamed, Marduk is shattered” becomes “those who worship Bel are
ashamed; those who worship Marduk are shattered” (50:2; cf., 48:13,46; 50:44). Elsewhere,
“Can a human make for himself gods? Yet they are not gods” is paraphrased “Is it possible that a
man should make deities for himself, when they are idols in which there is no use?” In close
study, both Hebrew terms for gods, אלהים, are replaced with two derogatory Aramaic terms,

24

Marmorstein, Old Rabbinic, 65 and 87.
Similar expressions can be found in TO-Exod 15:11; 18:11; TO-Deut 4:35; T1Sam 2:2; T1Kgs 8:23;
TIsa 37:16, 20; TMic 7:18.
26
Hayward, Targum Jeremiah, 79, n. 4.
27
Bernard Grossfeld, The Targum Onqelos to Exodus: Translated, with Apparatus and Notes (ArBib 7;
Wilmington, DE: Michael Glazier, 1988).
28
Smolar and Aberbach observe, “Where God’s exclusive existence and power are implied in the form of a
question, TJ takes care to change the question into a positive statement asserting these basic theological principles
and flatly denying the existence of any other divinity or power.” Smolar and Aberbach, Studies TJ, 130.
29
Michael L. Klein, “The Aramaic Targumim: Translation and Interpretation,” in Michael Klein on the
Targums: Collected Essays 1972-2002, eds. Avigdor Shinan et al. (Leiden: Brill, 2011), 3-18, at 12.
25
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“ דחלהdeity or object of reverence” and “ טעוidol.” Again, the denial of the existence of other
gods conforms to the theological concept of rabbinical monotheism.

The God Who Exists
Not only is God overtly called “ אלה קייםThe Living God” in the TJer (10:10; 23:36), the oath
formula “As Yahweh lives” is always changed to an affirmative statement “ קיים הוא יויThe Lord
is the living one/The Lord who exists” (TJer 4:2; 12:16; 38:16; 44:26).30 Such rendering
probably arose from the concern of the meturgeman that the expression “As Yahweh lives” could
be misleading as it could imply “a comparative or possibly conditional statement,”31 or could
convey the idea that Yahweh indeed can die.
In the other four occurrences (TJer 16:14,15; 23:7,8), the expression “As Yahweh lives”
is rendered as “ בֹגבורתא דיויthe strength of the Lord” for the God who exists is also the God who
is powerful and mighty.32 This living God is also the eternal King (TJer 10:10) whose kingdom
will be everlasting; he is also the source of life (TJer 2:13; 17:13) who gives life to all human
beings (TJer 38:16).

30
Cf., 1 Sam 25:26; 2 Sam 12:5; 14:11; 15:21; 1 Kgs 1:29; 17:12; 18:10, 15; 22:14; 2 Kgs 2:4, 6; 3:14;
4:30; 5:16, 19.
31
Smolar and Aberbach, Studies TJ, 130.
32
“One speaks rather of the living God when one wants to emphasize his power and might (1 Sam 17:26,
36; and Josh 3:10).” Horst Dietrich Preuss, Old Testament Theology Vol.1, trans. Leo G. Perdue (Louisville:
Westminster Joh Knox, 1995), 243.
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The God Who Creates and Renews
The depiction of God as Creator33 in the book of Jeremiah has an invaluable contribution to the
biblical doctrine of creation. God has created this world and everything in it, including all
nations (10:12-16; 51:15–19). In the historical process of humankind, God continues to sustain
the created world and is always present and active in it (3:3; 5:24; chs. 46–51). As a creator, God
has the absolute power to renew this corrupted world due to the sins of the nations and his people
Israel, and to create a new thing in it (31:22).
The theological concept of God who creates and renews has been further emphasized by
the meturgeman in the TJer. In 23:23, “Am I a God from near, declares Yahweh, and not a God
from far?”34 is paraphrased and interpreted as “I, God, created the world from the beginning,
says the Lord: I, God, am about to renew the world for the righteous.”35 The rhetorical question,
which concerns the transcendence and immanence of God,36 becomes an affirmative statement,
asserting God as both the Creator and the One who renews. It is precisely in this capacity that
God is able to make a new covenant with Israel and reverse their fortune. The “new thing” that
God is creating upon the earth is further qualified by the meturgeman as the ability of the house
of Israel to pursue the Law (TJer 31:22).

“ בוראCreator” and “ יוצר עולמיםCreator of the World” are two of the most common names of God used in
rabbinic writings. Marmorstein, The Old Rabbinic, 74-75, 86-87.
34
Both the LXX and the PJer convert the rhetorical question into an assertion, but with the opposite
meaning, viz. “I am a God nearby and not a God far off.”
35
Cf., Hayward, Targum Jeremiah, XXX, n. 19.
36
This is the most common view held by most scholars, e.g., John Bright, Jeremiah, 152-53; Thompson,
Jeremiah, 501. For different interpretations, see Walter Brueggemann, A Commentary on Jeremiah: Exile and
Homecoming (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998), 213-15; Fretheim, Jeremiah, 338; Werner E. Lemke, “The Near and
the Distant God: A Study of JER 23:23-24 in its Biblical Theological Context,” JBL 100 (1981): 541-555. For
detailed study on the terms “near” and “distant,” see Lemke, “The Near and the distant God, 542-551.
33
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The God Who Judges
God, the Lord of Hosts, is also known as “ שפט צדקhe who judges righteously” or “a true
judge”37 (11:20). God is depicted as the universal judge who sits on the heavenly throne, ready to
exact punishment upon the world. Thus, “A glorious throne on high from the beginning, the
place of our sanctuary” is paraphrastically expanded in the Aramaic as “Punishment shall be
exacted of him before the One whose Shekhina38 is upon the Throne of Glory in the heavens on
high, higher than the beginning, corresponding to the place of the house of our sanctuary”
(17:12). God, as the true judge, will exact punishment upon his people who have disobeyed the
covenantal stipulation (11:8), upon the wicked (5:3), upon the prophets of falsehood (5:13), upon
those who oppress the orphan and the poor (5:28), and upon the uncircumcised nations (9:24).
Being the true judge, no injustice could be ascribed to God, thus “What injustice did your
ancestors find in me” is rendered as “What did your fathers find in my Memra (that was) false”
(2:5). The concept of the righteous judge also makes the meturgeman leave no room for the
audience to have thought that God would ever “enter into judgment” with humankind (2:35;
25:31), or “contend with” Israel (2:9); instead, God will “punish” them for God is always right
and his punishment is always “just” (TJer 2:35; 4:12; 17:4; 48:47). Even if God punishes, he will

37
38

Thompson, Jeremiah, 350, n. 24.
This is the translation for  שכיֹנהused by Hayward in the TJer.
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exact it with some “leniency of justice” (or with “clement justice;” TJer 10:24; 30:11; 46:28).39
Besides, being a true judge, he not only practises justice but “true” justice (9:23). He also
demands his people to practice “true” justice (5:1, 4, 5; 7:5) to one another so that he will forgive
them (5:1) and let them dwell in the promised land (7:5).
In rabbinic writings, God is known as “ בעל המשפטLord of Judgment” and “ דייןJudge,”40
who sits on the Throne of Judgment and judges each person individually. God as Judge becomes
the source of moral law, justice, and righteousness.41

Conclusion

The discussion above shows that while the nature of God as presented in the TJer shows close
affinity to that in the Hebrew Bible, sometimes, under rabbinic influence, the TJer would add
further emphasis to certain nature of God to be in tune with the rabbinic ideology.

39
George Foot Moore writes, “In the Palestinian schools justice and mercy are frequently coupled as the
two primary ‘norms’ of God’s dealing with men individually and collectively. Jewish exegesis found in these two
norms an explanation of the alternation in the Bible of the divine names the “Lord” and “God” (IHVH and Elohim)
which has played such a part in modern analysis of the Pentateuch, the interchange is significant: Jehovah denotes
God in his merciful and gracious character and attitude; Elohim in the character of strict judge.” He adds, “God’s
rectoral justice does not mean that, having given laws and attached general or specific penalties to the violation of
them, he inflexibly exacts the whole penalty of every infraction by transgression or neglect. It is not the justice of
inexorable law, nor of an impersonal divine attribute, but of an all-wise and almighty sovereign whose end is not the
vindication of the law or his own majesty, not the demonstration or satisfaction of a realistically conceived attribute,
but the best interest of the individual, the people, the race, and the fulfilment of his great purpose in the universe
reign of God.” George Foot Moore, Judaism, Vol 1: in the first Centuries of the Christian Era: The Age of Tannaim
(Peaboy, MA: Hendricken, 1997; repr., Harvard university press; 1927), 387-88.
40
Marmorstein, Old Rabbinic, 79, 83-84.
41
Marmorstein, Old Rabbinic, 84.
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Dealing with anthropomorphic language

The Hebrew Bible is replete with anthropomorphic and anthropopathic expressions descriptive
of God. Therefore, one of the greatest concerns of the meturgeman is how to deal with these
kinds of expressions in the Aramaic rendering of the Hebrew text. The early perception that the
meturgeman totally avoids all anthropomorphic expressions has been reversed by later research,
which reveals that anti-anthropomorphisms are “neither consistent nor consequential in its denial
of anthropomorphism in the Bible.”42 But the study of anti-anthropomorphisms in the TJer has
indeed proven otherwise.

Examination of the Translation of Human Parts in Relation to God43

TJer
MT

44

Voice (23x)
קול

Hand (13x)
יד

Avoiding Anthropomorphism

Not Avoiding
Anthropomorphism

Except for two occasions, “the voice of the Lord” is
invariably rendered “the Memra of the Lord”
(3:13, 25; 7:23,28; 9:12; 11:4,7; 18:10; 22:21; 25:30;
26:13; 32:23; 38:20; 40:3; 42:6 (2x),13,21; 43:4,7;
44:23).

In 10:13 and 51:16, the literal
translation is given.

- the words of his prophecy (1:9)
- the plague of my power (6:12; 15:6; 16:21; 51:25)
- your Memra (15:17)
- so are you considered before me (18:6)
- from before me (25:15)
- from before the Lord (25:17; 51:7)

In 21:5, 22:24 and 32:21, “the
hand of God” is rendered literally.

Yair Lorberbaum, In God’s Image: Myth, Theology, and Law in Classical Judaism (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 2015), 39.
43
For detailed study on anthropomorphisms and anthropopathisms in the Septuagint version of the Book of
Jeremiah, see Bernard M. Zlotowitz, The Septuagint Translation of the Hebrew Terms in relation to God in the Book
of Jeremiah (New York: KTAV Publishing House, 1981). See also Jonathan Shunary, “Avoidance of
Anthropomorphism in the Targum of Psalms,” Textus 5 (1966): 133-144.
44
Though “voice” is technically not a human part, it is included here for discussion in view of its high
occurrences in the TJer.
42
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Face45 (13x)
פֹנה

Eye (10x)
עין

Heart (9x)
לב

Soul (9x)
ֹנפש

Mouth (4x)
פה
Arm (4x)
זרוע
Bowel (1x)
מעה
Back (1x)
ערף
Total

- I will not send forth my anger (3:12)
- My Memra (5:22; 16:17; 23:39; 32:31)
- I will exile you from the land of the house of
my Shekhina (7:15; 15:1; 52:12)
- was revealed before you (17:16)
- My anger (21:10)
- I have taken up my Shekhina from this city (33:5)

In 18:17 and 44:11, “the face of
God” is not paraphrased.

- is revealed before you/me (5:3; 16:17; 32:19)
- before me (7:30; 18:10; 27:5; 32:30; 34:15)
- from My memra (16:17; 24:6)
- before the lord (52:2)
- who do My will (3:15)
- is not acceptable before me (7:31; 19:5)
- His will (23:20)
- His good pleasure (30:24)
- good pleasure before me (32:35)
- My Memra (32:41)
- was it not revealed before me （44:21）
- their [Moabites] heart (48:36)
- My will (5:9, 29; 9:8; 32:41)
- My/Your Memra (6:8; 14:19)
- before me (12:7)
- there would be no pleasure before me in this
People (15:1)
- His Word (51:14)

–

–

–

- it has been spoken before the Lord (9:11=Eng. 9:12)
- the words of his prophets (9:19=Eng. 9:20)
- Memra (15:19; 23:16)

–

–

In 21:5, 27:5, 32:17 and 32:21, the
Hebrew phrase “outstretched arm”
is consistently rendered literally. 46
–

- My mercies have prevailed over him (31:20)
–
75x

This word is rendered literally.
12x

The above analysis shows that of the 87 occurrences of the anthropomorphic expressions
of God in the MT, the Aramaic renderings of 75 occurrences show avoidance of
anthropomorphism, and only on 12 occasions they are rendered literally in the TJer. From this

The prepositions לפָני, מפָני, and  מלפָניare excluded here.
Though similar expression, with slight modification, is employed to render “the outstretched arm” in the
Aramaic, the English translation by Hayward is regretfully inconsistent, viz. “an arm lifted up” in 21:5, “my uplifted
arm” in 27:5, and “exalted arm” in 32:17 and 21.
45
46
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analysis, it is not far-stretched to conclude, the TJer (or Targum Jonathan as a whole) betrays a
propensity to avoid anthropomorphic expressions of God, though not entirely, to uphold and
loftiness and otherness of God.
Indeed, the frequency of anti-anthropomorphic renderings in the TJer is much larger than
what Klein has concluded in his well-known article: “the targumim in their present textual state
are highly inconsistent on this matter, and the frequency of anti-anthropomorphisms is much
smaller than has hitherto been asserted.”47 Such discrepancy, as pointed out by Damsma, is
mainly because Klein’s conclusion is narrowly based on the Palestinian Targumim, with the total
exclusion of the so-called official and authoritative Targum Onqelos (and Targum Jonathan),
which demonstrates a different attitude toward the avoidance of anthropomorphism.48
Nevertheless, such discrepancy between the two groups of Targumim has further reaffirmed the
inconsistency of the targumic treatment of biblical anthropomorphism. Damsma concludes, “we
may surmise from the inconsistencies in TgOnq that the corporeal presentation of God was not
an issue for the rabbis and did not pose a doctrinal threat to whoever heard the reading from the
Pentateuch with its Aramaic translation in the synagogue.”49

The Use of Memra and Shekinah

Four common Aramaic words are generally recognized as anti-anthropomorphic terms in the
Targumim, i.e. “Memra,” “Shekinah,” “Glory,” and “before.”50 In the following, however, only
the first two terms will be discussed as the term “glory” appears only once in the TJer, and the

Klein, “The Translation of Anthropomorphisms,” 75.
Alinda Damsma, The Targumic Toseftot to Ezekiel (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 39-40.
49
Damsma, Toseftot to Ezekiel, 40.
50
Flesher and Chilton, The Targums, 45-46.
47
48
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term “before,” as Klein argues, is used only as “an expression of deference to a respectable
person or institution” and not for the purpose of avoiding biblical anthropomorphism.51

Memra
This unique targumic term Memra, found exclusively in the Targumim, has elicited many
scholarly debates in the last century.52 These can be divided into two main camps of argument.
One camp asserts that “Memra is an important creative theological concept, above all in
N[eofiti],” while the other camp argues that “it is simply a limited type of translation, basically a
metonym, with no theological significance whatever.”53
The recent works of Munoz Leon and Hayward represent one side of the camp. Munoz
Leon, following his teacher Diez Macho, argues that the distinctive theological significance of
Memra can be derived from TN, which he considers containing the original usage of Memra, in
which the Memra “is presented as the creative, revealing and saving word.” 54 Not only God
speaks and is revealed through his Word, but all the stages of salvation history take place
according to his Word.55 Hayward, in his article concerning the use of the Memra in the prologue
of John, claims that “the Memra, is neither a hypostasis, nor a pious periphrasis for the Name
YHWH, but that it is an exegetical term which stands for the Name revealed by God to Moses at

Michael Klein, “The Preposition קדם, 7.
For literature review of scholarship, see Andrew Chester, Divine Revelation, 293-313. Other works
include George F. Moore, “Intermediaries in Jewish Theology,” HTR 15 (1922): 41-85; Robert Hayward, “The Holy
Name of the God of Moses and the Prologue of St John’s Gospel,” NTS 25 (1978): 16-32; Robert Hayward, Divine
Name; Bruce Chilton, The Glory of Israel (JSOTSup 23; Sheffield: JSOT press, 1982), 56-68; Bruce Chilton,
“Recent and Prospective Discussion of Memra,” in From Ancient Israel to Modern Judaism: Intellect Quest of
Understanding. Essays in Honor for Marvin Fox, Vol. 2, ed. J. Neusner, E.S. Frerichs, and N.M. Santa (BJS 173;
Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1989): 119-37; Levine, Aramaic Version, 57-61; Dray, Targum of Kings, 94-101.
53
Chester, Divine Revelation, 305.
54
Chester, Divine Revelation, 299-300.
55
Muhoz Leon qualifies that “The ‘monotheistic mentality’ of the Targumists means that Memra cannot be
divine hypostasis distinct from God, but nevertheless it is proper to speak of it as an ‘hypostatization’, to indicate the
positive, as distinct from anti-anthropomorphic, understanding of God that it denotes in passages concerned with
divine reactions, manifestations and actions.” Chester, Divine Revelation, 300.
51
52
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the burning bush the Name ’HYH I AM/WILL BE THERE.”56 He concludes that “Memra is
God’s Name ’HYH, which by midrashic exposition refers to His presence in past and future
creation history, and redemption.”57
In the other camp, Moore, in his much-debated article, while rejecting the notion that
Memra is “a ‘being’ of any kind or in any sense,” avers that Memra “is a phenomenon of
translation, not a creature of speculation,”58 and thus is nowhere qualitatively similar to the
Logos of Philo59 or that of Christian theology, in which “Memra is described as a ‘hypostasis’.”60
Unlike other scholars, Moore presents to us a useful list of the several types of the usage of
Memra in TO and TJ.61
Chester, in his revised doctoral dissertation, while agreeing with Moore that Memra is
“basically a translation and exegetical term,” also sees that Memra draws “on the various senses
of the underlying verb  אמרand its related noun forms, with connotations such as utterance,
speech, word, promise, command.”62 He concludes, after a critical evaluation of the past
scholarship on Memra, including that of Munoz Leon and Hayward,63 that Memra is not

Hayward, Holy Name, 17. Elsewhere, Hayward also concludes that “Memra stands for the divine selfdesignation ’HYH, which is viewed by the Targum as a divine name. Memra, we shall see, is an expression of the
theology of that Name, and stands primarily for God’s presence, his being there, with His servant.” Hayward, Divine
Name, 17.
57
Hayward, Holy Name, 24.
58
Moore, Intermediaries, 54.
59
Moore argues that “in the Targums memra is not the term employed where the ‘word of the Lord’ is the
medium or instrumentality of revelation and that it is not the creative word in the cosmogony of Genesis or
reminiscent of it … Since these things are exactly what the Logos is and does in Philo.” Moore, Intermediaries, 54
60
Moore, Intermediaries, 55.
61
Moore’s typology of Memra incudes “command,” “disobedience of command,” “receiving of
command,” “divine speaking,” “divine meeting with the Israelites,” “oracle,” “swearing by God,” “God’s fighting
for the Israelites,” “God’s protection,” and “God’s establishing covenant.” Moore, Intermediaries, 47-51.
62
Despite that, Chester does not totally reject the theological significance of Memra. “Thus we see Memra
as being originally a limited exegetical device, which underwent a degree of theological development.” This
developed usage, however, is only limited “within the specific confines of a rendering of the Hebrew text for the
synagogue.” Thus, this theological significance is very limited and is different from the concept of hypostasis or of
creative/revelatory theology from the other camp. Chester, Divine Revelation, 309, 311-12.
63
Chester, Divine Revelation, 305-08.
56
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“theologically sophisticated; it simply portrays one main mode of God’s activity, intelligible at a
popular level and intended primarily as an interpretation of the biblical text.”64
Chilton holds that Memra is a targumic paraphrase for God to avoid anthropomorphisms,
not only in contexts in which “God is described as coming into relation with man” but also in
contexts in which God is represented by Memra “as he responds to and addresses Israel.”65
Chilton follows Moore’s approach of typifying the underlying senses of Memra and offers a new
list of typology based on the Isaiah Targum.66 This is the reason why Chilton, in his more recent
work, considers Hayward’s argument untenable in view of Hayward’s attempt to typify “the
whole from a particular part,” that is, building his whole argument only on two verses (TN Exod
3:14 and 4:12).67 In this work, Chilton undertakes to demonstrate the significant variation in the
types of usage of Memra by comparing the Pentateuch of Neofiti I with that of PseudoJonathan.68 He asserts, based on this comparison, that “Following the lead of Moore, we may say
that  מימראis not a personal being, a being, a figment of speculation (so far Moore), or even (we
now conclude) a systematic idea, consistent from Targum to Targum. What links the Targumim,
in their usage of מימרא, is not a theological thought, but a theological manner of speaking of
God.”69 He concludes by offering an alternative hypothesis for the understanding of Memra: “the

Chester, Divine Revelation, 313.
Chilton, Glory, 56.
66
Chilton isolates eight categories of the meaning of Memra, namely, “an occasion for rebellion,” “an
agent of punishment,” “a demand for obedience,” “edict,” “a voice,” “divine protection,” “an eternal witness” and
“an intermediary.” Chilton, Glory, 56-68.
67
Chilton, “Recent and Prospective,” 124-37, at 123.
68
Chilton explains that Neofiti I and Pseudo-Jonathan are chosen because they are cognate documents and
from related streams of tradition. It is precisely these features that make the comparison practicable. His comparison
shows that “Memra is not simply a metonym for God, or even for God understood as speaking, but it is the term
which conveys the sense of God’s distinctively vocal, deliberative, creative, and worshipped aspects in Neophyti,
and his distinctively active, demanding, and resisted aspects in Pseudo-Jonathan.” Chilton, “Recent and
Prospective,” 125 and 131.
69
Chilton, “Recent and Prospective,” 131.
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usage of the term reflects the manner which given meturgemanim conceive of God’s activity of
commanding, whether from the point of view of God’s intention in the command, or the human
response to what is effected (or affected) by the command.” 70
The term Memra מימר, from the root אמר, literally means “word,” “speech,” or
“command.”71 The TJer has a total of 101 occurrences of Memra, only second to the TIsa in the
TJ, in which 31 occurrences are targumic additions.72 The 70 occurrences are employed to render
various Hebrew terms. They never appear alone, and are usually found either in genitival
relationships, or with possessive suffixes, or with inseparable prepositions. Except in one
occasion (35:8), all occurrences appear in the contexts of the interaction between God and man,
with the grammatical function of subject, object, or instrument of the divine action to human
beings or vice versa. As a subject, Memra is used as circumlocution for God to save (1:8,19;
15:20; 30:11; 42:11), to loathe (6:8; 31:37; 50:40), to witness (29:23), to uproot and rebuild
(31:28), to do good (32:41), to remove (14:19), or to represent God Himself (2:31; 15:18; 17:17;
31:9; 32:40; 42:5). Likewise, Memra is used as an object to avoid direct mention of God, viz.
eyes (24:6) and voice (25:30). More often, Memra functions as the instrument through which
divine action is taken toward human beings or vice versa,73 to deliberately create a distance
between the divine and human beings. This analysis clearly asserts that Memra appears as a

Chilton, “Recent and Prospective,” 132 [author’s italic].
“מימר,” CAL, April 4, 2017.
72
TJer 2:2, 20; 3:13, 23; 4:28; 5:12; 7:29; 12:15; 13:15; 14:22; 15:15, 19; 17:5, 7[2x], 13, 16; 20:11; 22:24;
23:16, 39; 27:5, 18; 29:14; 31:2; 38:20; 42:5, 21; 49:16; 50:40; 51:5.
73
Divine action toward human: to swear (22:5; 49:13; 51:14); to decree (13:15); to bring (4:12); to act
deceitfully (5:11).
Human action toward the Divine: to listen/obey (3:25; 7:23, 26, 28; 9:12; 11:4, 7; 16:12; 17:24, 27; 18:10;
22:21; 25:7; 26:4, 13; 32:23; 34:14, 17; 35:14, 15, 16; 38:20; 40:3; 42:6[2x]; 42:13, 21; 43:4, 7; 44:23); to lie (3:20);
to rebel (2:8,29; 4:17; 33:8); to trust (39:18; 49:11); be sinful before (23:39); to find (2:5); to argue (2:29); to attend
(23:18); to receive shame (15:15); to tremble (5:22).
70
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translational intermediary term, which is employed with the anti-anthropomorphic intent to
ensure “reverential distancing for God to prevent blasphemy.” 74
For the targumic additions of Memra in the TJer, the majority of them are used as a
buffer word, for example, “the Lord” is rendered as “the Memra of the Lord” (3:13, 23; 5:12;
13:15; 17:5, 7[2x]; 27:18; 38:20; 42:5, 21; 51:5). In 2:20, “your Memra” is added as the object of
the verb “transgression,” in which the Hebrew verb “ עבדto serve” could have been read as עבר
“to transgress” in the Targum: “I will not serve” is paraphrased “We will not again transgress
against your Memra.” For the rest of the occurrences, all appear as the instrument through which
the divine action is taken toward human beings or vice versa.75
Below is a typology of Memra in the TJer, based upon the works of Moore and Chester,
is presented below. It shows six categories of usage with the most occurrences.
Typology

Total

Verse

1

Demand for obedience

31

3:25; 7:23, 26, 28; 9:12; 11:4, 7; 16:12; 17:7, 24, 27;
18:10; 22:21; 25:7; 26:4, 13; 32:23; 34:14, 17; 35:14, 15,
16; 38:20; 40:3; 42:6[2x], 13, 21; 43:4, 7; 44:23

2

An occasion for rebellion

12

2:8, 20, 29[2x]; 3:13, 20; 4:17; 5:11,12; 7:29; 17:13; 33:8

3

An agent of punishment

9

4:12; 6:8; 14:19; 17:17; 22:24; 31:28, 37; 49:16; 50:40

4

Being with someone

7

1:8, 19; 15:20; 20:11; 30:11; 42:11; 46:28

5

Swearing by God

3

22:5; 49:13; 51:14

6

An agent of redemption

3

3:23; 31:2, 28;

Dray, Targum of Kings, 96. Elsewhere, McNamara asserts that “’Memra’ is used to avoid making God
the subject or object of an action and may have no greater theological significance than this.” Martin McNamara,
“Interpretation of Scripture in the Targumim,” in A History of Biblical Interpretation: The Ancient Period, Vol, 1,
ed. Alan J. Hauser and Duane F. Watson (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003),167-97, at 179.
75
Divine action toward human: to decree (4:28); to return/turn back (12:15); to exile (22:24); to create
(27:5); to be enquired of (29:14); to bring down (49:16); to lead (31:2); to give rain (14:22).
Human action toward the Divine: to lie (5:12); to transgress (2:20; 7:29; 17:13); be sinful before (51:5); to
believe (2:2); to make request (27:18); to delay (17:16); to pass away (17:5).
74
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By comparison, these categories show a closer affinity to Chilton’s categories than to
those of Moore. It is not too difficult to explain this disparity as Moore’s typology is based on
TO, while Chilton’s on TJ, to which the TIsa and the TJer belong. Similar to the TIsa, the TJer
also focuses upon Judah’s disobedience and rebellion, and thus persistently demands their
obedience to avert God’s punishment. Besides, God promises to be with the prophet whom he
calls to fulfill the most difficult task during the darkest day of Judah’s history. Chilton rightly
comments, “literary variation might appropriately be built into our characterization of מימרא,
rather than explained away or ignored.”76

Shekinah
The MT is replete with the accounts of God’s dwelling or presence among his people. Such
anthropomorphic expressions are usually replaced with a more reverent term “Shekinah.” The
noun Shekinah שכיֹנה, from the root “ שכןto dwell,” is common in the Targumim and rabbinic
literature, but not found in the Hebrew Bible or the Qumran text. In targumic Aramaic, Shekinah
denotes “dwelling,” “sanctuary” or “the Divine Presence.”77 In rabbinic literature, however,
besides being used to refer to the majestic manifestation of God, Shekinah consists of more
nuanced meanings, ranging from the numinous revelation of God to the more mundane idea of
drawing man nearer to God in a religious act.78 In the Talmud and the Midrash, the Hebrew term

Chilton, “Recent and Prospective,” 124.
“שכיֹנה,” CAL, April 15, 2017.
78
Originally, Shekinah is used to refer to a divine manifestation, particularly to indicate God’s presence at
a given place (such as at Sinai or in the Temple). Later, more nuanced meanings were ascribed to the term Shekinah.
Among others, for instance, Shekinah is deemed to be present where ten are gathered for prayer, or even one sits and
learns Torah (Ber. 6a). Shekinah watches over the sick (Shab. 12b); rests between man and wife if they are worthy
(Sot. 17a). It does not rest on those who are lazy, playful, light-headed, or engage in idle conversation, but only
those who perform a religious act in joy (Shab. 30b). The list could go on. See detailed discussion in Alan
Unterman, “Shekhinah,” EJ 18:440-441, at 441.
76
77
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Shekinah was gradually substituted for the Aramaic terms “Memra” and “Yekara,” and thus
absorbed the meaning, which they had in the Targumim.79
From the biblical account, it is God himself, whose abode is in the highest heavens, who
after making the covenant with Israel, wills to dwell among his people. This is well illustrated in
his commands to Moses to build a tabernacle for him. Thus, “And make for me a sanctuary, that
I may dwell among them” is rendered “Let them make a sanctuary to my name [lit. before me],
and I will make my Shekinah dwell among them” (TPJ-Exod 25:8; cf. TO-Exod 25:8). The
Aramaic rendering indicates that it is God’s Skekinan, not God himself, that is among his people.
Likewise, “And I will dwell among the sons of Israel” is amended to “And I will make my
Shekinah dwell in the midst of the children of Israel” (TPJ-Exod 29:45; cf. TO-Exod 29:45). The
common phrase in Deuteronomy “at the place that Yahweh your God will choose to make his
name to dwell” becomes “in a place where the Lord your God has chosen for his Shekinah to
dwell” (TPJ-Deut 16:6; cf. TPJ-Deut 12:5, 11; 14:23; 16:2, 6, 11; 26:2). Dwelling among his
people further implies that God will not forsake them; thus “I will dwell among the sons of
Israel, and will not forsake My people Israel” is changed to “I will make dwell my Shekinah
among the sons of Israel, and will not reject my people, Israel” (T1Kgs 6:13). As the holy God
is among his people, separation of the unclean is obligatory in order not to defile his dwelling.
Thus “you will send them outside the camp, that they will not defile their camp where I am
dwelling among them” becomes “You shall put them outside the camp so that they not defile
their camp wherein my holy Shekinah is dwelling amongst them” (TPJ-Num 5:3; cf. TO-Num
5:3).
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Sometimes, Shekinah appears to be an alternate term for Memra, which is best evident in
TO-Num 14:42, in which “the Lord is not in your midst” is rendered “the Shekhina of the Lord is
not among you.” God’s warning in Ex 33:20 “you cannot see my face” becomes “You will not
be able to see the face of My Presence [lit. Shekinah] before me” in the Targum.
Interestingly, in Targum Neofiti, the term “Shekinah” is always found in association with
another intermediary term “glory,” thus appearing as “the glory of the Shekinah of the Lord,”
which, according to McNamara, occurs about 101 times in the five books of Targum Neofiti:
TN-Gen (9x); TN-Exod (37x); TN-Lev (6x); TN-Num (18x); TN-Deut (31x). Most of these
occurrences are used in particular with certain verbs such as “to dwell,” “to be revealed,” “to
lead,” “to go up,” “to rebel against,” “to tempt,” “to meet,” “to see,” “to accompany,” “to be in
the midst of,” etc.80
In the TJer, the term Shekinah appears 13 times, in which 10 occurences are used to
render various Hebrew terms, and 3 occurrences are additions to the Targum, as summarized in
the table below:
MT

Verse

TJer

My sight/face

7:15; 52:3; 15:1; 33:5

the land of the house of my Shekinah

My land

2:7; 16:18

the land of the house of my Shekinah

The Lord

8:19; 14:9

the Shekhina-of the Lord

My name

7:12

my Shekhina

The throne of the Lord

3:17

the place of the house of Shekhina of the Lord

–

14:10; 25:30

the land of the house of my Shekinah

–

17:12

Punishment shall be exacted of him before the One
whose Shekhina is upon the Throne of Glory in the
heavens on high.

80
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As punishment for sin, God can either drive His people out from His presence or remove
His presence from them. Thus, when God “casts out” (7:15; 52:3) or “sends away” (15:1) His
people “from His sight,” the Targum will contemporize the verbs with “to exile,” and substitute
“from My sight” with “from the land of the house of my Shekinah.” Also, when God hides “His
face” from Jerusalem due to their wickedness (33:5), the Targum renders “on account of all
whose wickedness I have taken up my Shekhina from this city.”
The term “ ארציMy land” (2:7; 16:18), with the 1cs pronominal suffix referring to God,
appears twice in the book of Jeremiah and is invariably expanded to “the land of the house of my
Shekhina” in the Targum. The same rendering can also be found at TEzek 36:5; 38:16.
On another occasion, when God appears as the subject of the verb, the Targum either
replaces it with “Shekinah” or expands it with “Shekinah” as the buffer word. Thus, “You are in
our midst” is rendered “your Shekhina is among us” (14:9), while “Is the Lord not in Zion”
becomes “Is the Shekhina of the Lord not in Zion” (8:19).
“My name” has thirteen occurrences in Jeremiah,81 and on one occasion (7:12), “My
name” is rendered as “my Shekinah” where the verb “ שכןto dwell” is present in the MT: “where
I made My name dwell” becomes “where I made my Shekhina dwell.” Similarly, in 1 Kgs 6:13,
“I will dwell among the children of Israel” is paraphrased “and I will make my Shekinah dwell
among the children of Israel.”82
The rare phrase “the throne of the Lord” (3:17; cf. 1 Chron 29:23) is also changed to “the
place of the house of Shekhina of the Lord” to remove any misconception that God is spatially
restricted to Jerusalem for His throne is in the heavens, not on the earth (Isa 66:1; Psa 103:19).
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Jer 7:10, 11, 12, 14, 30; 16:21; 23:27(2x); 25:29; 32:34; 34:15, 16; 44:26.
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Unlike that of Memra, the TJer has only three targumic additions of Shekinah (i.e. 14:10; 17:12;
25:30), as stated in the table above. Both 14:10 and 25:30 have been extensively paraphrased in
the Targum; the former concerns the exile of Gods’ people from “His land,” while the latter the
plundering of “His land.” Therefore, the phrase “the land of the house of my Shekhina” is added
into the paraphrase concerning the land.
The rendering of 17:12 deserves more discussion.83
MT
TJer

Throne of glory exalted from the beginning [is] the place of our sanctuary.
Punishment shall be exacted of him before the One whose Shekhina is upon the
Throne of Glory in the heavens on high, higher than the beginning, corresponding to
the place of the house of our sanctuary.

The paraphrase seems to divide this verse into two sections; the first section concerns the
heavenly temple, while the second the earthly temple. The throne of Glory is established on high
in the heavens upon which “the Shekinah of God” is always present. The targumic paraphrase
indicates that what happens in the heavens is truly reflected in the earthly temple.
In sum, Moore has rightly commented, “the Presence (Shekinah) is not something that
takes the place of God, but a more reverent way of saying ‘God.’”84

Avoidance of God Being the Direct Subject or Direct Object in Relation to Human

One of the apparent translational techniques in all the Targumim is the use of circumlocution in
those occasions where God is referred as the direct subject or direct object of an action.85 There
are at least two types of changes deliberately made in the Aramaic rendering. First, the Hebrew

See “Summary of Types of Changes,” 89.
Moore, Intermediaries, 58.
85
Levine, Aramaic Version, 54.
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noun or the pronoun for God will always be paraphrased, and second, sentences expressing
God’s activity in the active voice will be changed to passive-voice sentences.

God as subject
1:8

MT
TJer

for I am with you to deliver you,
for my Memra will be at your assistance to deliver you,

2:31

MT
TJer

Have I been a desert to Israel?
Was my Memra for Israel like a desolate wilderness in which there is no
enjoyment,

12:2

MT
TJer

You are near in their mouths but far from their hearts

23:24 MT
TJer

The words of your Law are near, in their mouth, but your fear is far from their hearts.

Do I not fill up the heaven and the earth?
Does not my Glory fill the heavens and the earth?

God as object
1:16

MT
TJer

for they have forsaken me
for they have forsaken my service

3:13

MT
TJer

that against Yahweh your God you have rebelled,
that you have rebelled against the Memra of the Lord your God,

9:12

MT
[=9:13] TJer

and they do not know me.
and they have not taught the knowledge of my fear.

17:7

MT
TJer

Blessed is the man who trusts in Yahweh and Yahweh is his trust.
Blessed is the man who trusts in the Memra of the Lord, for the Memra of the
Lord will be his confidence.

24:7

MT
TJer

for they will return to Me with their whole heart.
when they shall return to my worship with all their heart.

Active to passive voice
5:1

MT
TJer

O Yahweh, do not your eyes look for faithfulness?
O Lord, is it not revealed before you to do good to those who perform
faithfulness?

9:11

MT
TJer

And to whom has the mouth of Yahweh spoken,
And with whom has it been spoken from before the Lord,
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11:20 MT
TJer

who tests the heart and the mind.
reins and heart are revealed before him.

13:27 MT
TJer

I have seen your abominations.
your cursed things are revealed before me.

23:6

Yahweh is our righteousness.
Righteous deeds shall be done for us before the Lord in his days.

MT
TJer

23:25 MT
TJer
31:3

MT
TJer

I have heard what the prophets have said …
What the prophets of falsehood say is heard before me …
From afar Yahweh appeared to me,
Jerusalem said, from of old the Lord was revealed to our fathers.

Avoidance of Biblical Expressions that Seem to Imply the Insufficiency of God86
The meturgeman has cautiously avoided all biblical expressions that seem to limit God’s
knowledge, power, or presence. Hence, to avoid the misconception that God can be territorially
confined, the common phrase “I am with you” is always rendered as “my Memra will be at your
assistance.” The paraphrase is to remove any implication of limiting God in one location, that is,
being only with Jeremiah. Likewise, “where is the Lord” – as if the Lord is stationed in a certain
place – is altered to “let us fear before the Lord” (2:2), and “you are in our midst” is similarly
paraphrased “your Shekhina is among us” (14:9). “My place that was in Shiloh” becomes “the
place of my sanctuary that was in Shiloh” (7:12). The rhetorical question “Am I a God from near
... and not a God from far?” is turned into an affirmative statement “I, God, created the world
from the beginning … I, God, am about to renew the world for the righteous” (23:23), as it is
inappropriate to describe God with either “near” or “far.” Any allusions to pantheism will also be
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removed,87 so, “Do I not fill up the heaven and the earth” is substituted with “Does not my Glory
fill the heavens and the earth” (23:24).
The concept of God’s omniscience is safeguarded by removing the Hebrew phrases that
seem to restrict His all-knowing. For this reason, the Hebrew verb “to know” with God as the
subject (“I know”) is invariably changed to “it was revealed before me.”88 “Can a man hide
himself in hiding places, so I do not see him” becomes “Is it possible that sins should be
preserved for you for ever, or that the plague should be strong upon you for ever” (23:24),
assuring that nothing could escape His knowledge. Besides, God needs no reminders from man,
thus “Hear me, O Yahweh, and listen to the voice of my opponents” is rephrased “My case has
been revealed before you, O Lord, and my humiliation is heard before you” (18:19). “Even in
My house I have found their wickedness,” is amended to “also in the house of my sanctuary their
wickedness is revealed before me” (23:11), to deny the implication that God is unaware of the
wickedness of his people. His all-knowing also precludes the concept of God “forgetting” or
“remembering.”89 Thus, “remember me” is replaced with “let the memorial of me come in before
you” (15:15; cf. 14:21; 18:20).90
God’s omnipotence is another concern of the meturgeman in order to protect God’s
exclusive existence and absolute power. He is the creator of the universe and “nothing is hidden
from before him”91 (32:17, 27). When the prophet accused God “like a warrior who is not able to
save,” the meturgeman boldly reverses the original sense by rendering “You, O Mighty One, are
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the Hebrew word “ פלאwondorous” is rendered “ כסיdifficult.” Such rendering, according to Grossfeld, is rather an
interpretive approach. The root ksy is employed in the Targum whenever the Hebrew pl’ has the connotation of
“hidden.” See Bernard Grossfeld, Targum Onqelos to Genesis, 76, n. 6.
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able to redeem” (14:9), as such blasphemous accusation is theologically unacceptable. The way
of the all-powerful God is always unerring, thus “for they do not know the way of Yahweh”
becomes “for they have not learned ways which are right before the Lord” (5:4; cf., 2;17; 5:5;
18:15; 32:11; 48:30). “The perfect and right way for man is to follow the way that is approved by
God.”92 His punishment is also indisputably “just” (2:35; 4:12; 27:4; 48:47).

Avoidance of Expressions that Describe God’s Intimate Relationship with Man

In line with the propensity to uphold the exaltedness and distinctiveness of God, the meturgeman
will avoid any biblical expressions that describe intimate relationships between God and man.
The anthropomorphic portrayal of God as being “the father of Israel,” though sometimes
rendered literally elsewhere in the Targumim (e.g., TPJ-Lev 22:28; TPJ-Deut 28:32; 4:30) is
always paraphrased in the TJer.93 Thus, “My father, you are the friend of my youth” is amended
to “My Lord, You are my redeemer who are from of old” (3:4; cf., 3:19). Similarly, “for I am a
father to Israel, and Ephraim is my firstborn” is paraphrased “for my Memra will be like a father
for Israel, and Ephraim is beloved before me” (31:9). The intimate father-and-son relationship is
expressed metaphorically, where God is replaced with “my Memra” and God’s firstborn with
“beloved before God.” God as “the husband of Israel” is also considered a relationship too
intimate to be tolerated, thus, “I am your husband” becomes “for I have taken pleasure in you”
(3:14; cf., 31:32). The meturgeman will remove any corporeal relationship of man with God. For
this reason, “you know me, you see me, and you test that my heart is with you” is changed to “all
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is known and revealed before you, for you test the hearts of those who take pleasure in your
service” (12:3).
Other biblical expressions that depict direct interaction between God and man are also
eschewed. The common phrase “you [Israel] followed me” is replaced with “followed my two
messengers, Moses and Aaron” (2:2). Israel cannot physically follow God but only his servants.
Likewise, God could in no way speak to man directly, thus “I spoke to you again and again, but
you did not hear, and I called you but you did not answer” is altered to “I have sent to you all my
servants the prophets, rising up early and speaking, but you did not heed them; and they
prophesied to you, but you did not repent” (7:13). “He shall approach Me, for who would dare to
risk his life to approach me” is paraphrased “they shall assemble to my worship. For who is he
whose heart delights to draw near to my worship” (30:21), for no one could draw near to God but
His worship. Levine is right to say that the meturgeman will avoid any biblical expressions,
“which might obscure the absolute distinction between the divine and the human.”94

Elimination of Potential Blasphemous Language
God’s exaltedness and absolute otherness demand proper attitudes of reverence from man.
Driven by this conviction, any biblical expression that contains potentially blasphemous
language will be removed. The apparent blasphemous words uttered by Jeremiah in 4:10 “Ah,
Lord Yahweh, you have surely deceived this people and Jerusalem” is, without hesitation, altered
to “the prophets of falsehood have led this people and the inhabitants of Jerusalem astray.” 95
The Aramaic rendering indicates that it is the prophets of falsehood, not the righteous God, who
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have deceived God’s people. The prophet’s strong charge against God in 20:7 “You seduced me,
Oh Yahweh, and I was seduced”96 is softened to “You have confounded me, O Lord, and I have
been confounded.” Likewise, “do not break your covenant with us” is toned down to “do not
alter your covenant with us,” for God will never break his covenant with his people (Judg 2:1).
Another example can be found in 15:15, where “attend to me, and take revenge for me on
my persecutors” is paraphrased “command me to do well for myself so that I may punish my
enemy and exact retribution for myself from my pursuers.” The Hebrew “ ֹנקםto take revenge”
appears 7 times in the Book of Jeremiah (5:9, 29; 9:8; 46:10; 50:15; 51:36). All these
occurrences except 15:5, appearing in the contexts of God pronouncing His divine judgment, are
rendered literally in the TJer with God as the subject of the punishing act,97 whereas in 15:5, ֹנקם
appears in the context of the prophet’s lament, with the prophet as the subject, who asks God to
take revenge for him on his persecutors. It seems sacrilegious for the prophet to make such a
request from the righteous God, thus resulting in the change in the translation.
On a few occasions, Jeremiah’s perception of Yahweh is virtually profane and terrifying,
which is theologically unacceptable by the meturgeman. In 15:18, in his second confession,
Jeremiah’s accusation against God “Truly you are to me like a deceitful brook” is softened to
“Let not your Memra be lies for me.”98 Jeremiah seems to contradict his earlier affirmation that
Yahweh is “the fountain of water” (2:13). Similarly, in 17:17, in his third confession, when

The meaning of the Hebrew  פתהis disputable. At least three different interpretations have been given: “to
deceive” (NIV, NASB, Holladay), “to persuade” (LEB, Clines and Gunn), and “to entice” (NRSV; Varughese). For
detailed discussion, see Holladay, Jeremiah 1, 552; David J.A. Clines and David M. Gunn, “‘You Tried to Persuade
Me’ and ‘Violence! Outrage!’ in Jeremiah xx 7–8,” VT 28 (1978): 20–27; Alex Varughese, Jeremiah 1–25: A
Commentary in the Wesleyan Tradition (NBBC. Kansas City: Beacon Hill Press, 2008), 250.
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Jeremiah unashamedly denounces God “Do not become a terror to me,”99 the meturgeman
replaces with “Let not your Memra become a misfortune for me.”

Conclusion

To show undivided awe and reverence to God, the Targum would painstakingly draw a clear line
between the holy immortal God and the corruptible mortal man by removing or softening
anthropomorphisms in the Hebrew Bible. The above discussion reveals that the Targum would
avoid translating human parts in relation to God, and often use buffer words, Memra and
Shekinah, to ensure reverential distancing between God and man. The Targum would use a
circumlocution for God in those occasions where God is referred as the direct subject or object of
an action in relation to the human. Also, the Targum would remove any biblical expressions that
seem to imply the insufficiency of God or to blaspheme God.

God’s Attitudes or Actions toward Israel

The portrayal of God in the TJer seems to be more lenient and merciful, especially toward his
people. Thus, “I will chastise you justly and surely will not leave you unpunished” is
reinterpreted as “And I will bring sufferings upon you to teach you, but in clement judgment; and
I will certainly not destroy you” (TJer 30:11; 46:28; cf., 10:24). The rendering highlights the fact
that the purpose of God’s chastisement is not to destroy but to teach his people, moderating his
judgment with clemency. This attribute of God is clearly reflected in the rabbinic writings, in
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which God is often called “Father of Mercy,” “Lord of Mercy,” or “Merciful.”100 Also, the
rabbinic tradition maintains the concept that the name Elohim signifies the measure of judgment,
whereas the Tetragrammaton signifies that of love and mercy of God.101
On the other hand, the holy God persistently demands the Israelites to live out their faith
in compliance with His Law. Therefore, it is insufficient for the Israelites just to “know the
ordinance of the Lord;” rather, they should “know how to execute the judgment of the Lord”
(TJer 8:7). As God is a God of “truth,” he also demands his people to “execute true justice
between a man and his colleague” (TJer 7:5). To the meturgeman, believing God requires putting
the faith into morally justified action.
The fact that Torah emerged as central for defining every sphere of Israel's life since the
post-exilic period finds its witness in the TJer. The Aramaic word translating  תורהappears 18
times more in the TJer than that in the MT (11x). God rebukes the Israelites for “rebelling from
the Law” (2:24; 5:5; 8:5), for “transgressing the Law” (5:28; 11:16), for doing detestable things
“not commanded in the Law” (7:31; 19:5; 32:35), and for “not returning to his Law” (6:29;
31:21). He repeatedly appeals to the Israelites to “return to His Law” (6:29; 31:21) so that he can
“show mercy” upon them (31:19). He will reverse the seemingly hopeless propensity of the
Israelites by “putting the words of His Law upon their hearts to do them” (31:20), and this
becomes the new thing that God is going to create upon the earth – “His people will pursue the
Law” (31;22). To God, a righteous man is none other than “the one who keeps His Law” (31:6).
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Man’s Attitudes or Actions toward God

Smolar and Aberbach have clearly confirmed that “TJ frequently emphasizes the immense,
unbridgeable difference between man and God by refusing even to mention the two together.”102
Thus, when God is the direct object of man’s action in the MT, the meturgeman, without the
least hesitation, will make appropriate changes in the translation for such mention of God is
deemed irreverent and unacceptable. Such changes are very common and ubiquitous in the
Targumim. No man can forsake God but only “the worship of God” (1:16; 2:13, 17, 19; 5:7, 19;
16:11[2x]; 17:13[2x]; 19:4). Likewise, no man can turn aside from God (5:23; 32:40), or turn his
back to God (2:27; 32:33), or return to God (3:1, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12; 4:1; 8:5; 24:7), or turn away
from God (3:19), but only “the worship of God.” No man can “call to” God (3:4, 19; 11:14;
29:12; 33:3), or “cry to” God (11:11), or “seek” God (21:2), but only “pray” before God.
In the MT, the urge “to know God” is deemed inappropriate by the meturgeman, hence, it
is always modified “to know the fear of God” (2:8; 9:5, 23; 11:25; 24:7; 31:34). In the same
vein, no man can “go far from” God (2:5), or “seek God (29:13), but only “the fear of God.” It is
formidable for the Israelites to change their God, thus “my people have exchanged their glory
[=God]” is paraphrased “my people have forsaken my service, for the sake of which I bring glory
upon them” (2:11). Elsewhere, the Israelites cannot “forsake” God (2:11, 13; 13:25; 15:6;
16:11[2x]), or “cling to” God (13:11), or “turn their back to” God (7:24), but only “His service.”
As God is true and just, no man can ever contend with him: “You are always righteous, O Lord,
when I contend with you” becomes “O Lord, you are too righteous [for me] to contend against
your word” (12:1).
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As mortal man is qualitatively different from the eternal God, the Targum will avoid
using similar language for both God and man. Thus, when the prophet says “I am full with the
wrath of Yahweh,” it is theologically inadmissible for a mortal to be filled with the divine wrath,
which might create a “possible confusion of divine and human attributes.”103 Therefore,
alteration is unavoidable in translation: “And I am full of prophecy with strength from before the
Lord (6:11).
It is evident from the above analysis that all changes made are clearly confined to those
descriptions concerning God. It further shows that avoiding anthropomorphic language is still a
great concern of the meturgeman to ensure proper reverence toward the monotheistic God.

Conclusion

In general, the concept of God in the Targum does not deviate very much from that of the
Hebrew Bible except for the following observation. First, the TJer substitutes the
Tetragrammaton with a unique term יוי, found exclusively in the Targum. The term אלה, which is
used to refer both Yahweh and the pagan god in the MT, is used exclusively for Yahweh in the
TJer. Secondly, the TJer sometimes adds further emphasis to certain atributes of God, partly due
to the rabbinic influence. Thirdly, the TJer tends to soften or remove anthropomorphic
expressions with reference to God in the MT either by avoiding using human parts in relation to
God, or by using the intermediary buffer terms (Memra or Shekinah), or by avoiding of God
being the subject or object of an action in relation to human, or by removing any seemingly
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blasphemous language toward God. Such translation not only intends to show proper reverence
to God, but also to safeguard the transcendence of God.

CHAPTER FIVE

PROPHETS AND PROPHECY

Introduction

The frequency of the terms “prophet” and “prophecy” sets the Targum of Jeremiah apart from all
other Targumim.1 For this reason, “word” terminology and “Word of the Lord” formula abound
in the TJer more than in any other Targumim. In this chapter, we will first examine all
terminologies associated with divine speech and prophecy employed in the TJer. Then, all
prophetic speech formulas associated with the Word of God will be briefly reviewed. The high
number of occurrences of the personal name “Jeremiah” in the Hebrew text is amplified in the
TJer, which adds additional four occurrences to those of the MT. This deserves a brief
discussion. This will be followed by the investigation of the way in which the TJer reflects

This is also true for the Hebrew Bible, though the term “prophecy” is less frequent in the MT compared to
that in the Targumim.
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Jer
Isa
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0
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changes of the roles of the prophet during the Second Temple period, from “prophet” to “scribe,”
and to “eschatologist.” Finally, false prophet and prophecy, another major theme in the MT that
has been intensified in the TJer, merit some elaborations in order to understand the targumic
treatment on this subject matter.

Terminology

Andrew G. Shead, in his book explicating the doctrine of word as it is presented in the book of
Jeremiah, discusses the “word” language in Jeremiah under three categories, that is, “a general
affinity for word vocabulary, the prominent use of markers of direct speech, and a frequent
emphasizing of divine speech.”2 We will follow these three categories in discussing the word
language in the TJer, and then the prophets and prophecy in the TJer, where the first category
will be discussed in this section, and the next two categories in the next section.
In the TJer, three basic nouns in association with divine speech are employed. The most
common noun is “ פתֹגםword” or “thing,” which is used invariably to render the Hebrew דבר.
This noun appears no less than 218 times in the TJer, of which 18 occurrences are referring to
the “words of man,” 10 occurrences denoting “thing” or “matter,” while the remaining 180
occurrences, the highest occurrences in a single book in the Targumim, refer to “Word of God,”
either directly spoken by the Lord or through the prophet.

2
The first category concerns the vocabulary of word and words used in Jeremiah, the second deals with the
various word formulas that mark and give formal structure to direct speech of God, and the third discusses the
expression “declares the Lord.” Andrew G. Shead, A Mouth Full of Fire: The Word of God in the words of Jeremiah
(NSBT; Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2012), 44.
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Following the MT, the meturgeman differentiates between the singular “word” and the
plural “words” in the Aramaic translation. The differences between these two terms have been
cogently argued by Shead that “what is heard and obeyed is the word of the Lord; what is spoken
or written are the words of the Lord.”3 That is to say, the singular “word” always refers to God’s
spoken message that came particularly to Jeremiah (1:2), or to God’s spoken message that God’s
people is urged to obey. The plural “words,” on the other hand, is related to God’s written words
(36:4), or the words of the covenant (11:2), or the words of the Law (5:28), or the words, either
divine or human, spoken by various characters in the book.4
It is not difficult to observe in the TJer that in 46 occasions,5 a buffer word “prophecy” is
inserted after the term  פתֹגםto form a construct chain, thus the single term  פתֹגםbecomes an
expression  פתֹגם ֹנבואהin the Targum. Close examination reveals that the addition of the buffer
word is by no means haphazard; instead, it is only added when  פתֹגםappears in the context of the
prophetic speech formula, for example, “And the word of prophecy from before the Lord was
with me, saying” (1:4), and “The word of prophecy which was with Jeremiah from before the
Lord, saying” (7:1).
The second noun related to divine speech is the less common term מילה, which also
denotes “word” or “thing.” It appears only eight times in the TJer, all in the plural form. All

Shead argues that this difference is evident at the very onset of book, which clearly differentiates “the
words of Jeremiah” from “the word of the Lord”: “The words of Jeremiah, the son of Hilkiah, of the priests who
were in Anathoth in the land of Benjamin, to whom the word of the Lord came in the days of Josiah the son of
Amon, king of Judah, in the thirteenth year of his reign” (Jer 1:1–2; bold mine). Other examples can be found in
19:1–3a; 22:4–5; 26:1–2; 36:1–2. See full discussion in Shead, Mouth Full of Fire, 52–61.
4
For example, the words of Jeremiah (1:1), the words of the prophet (26:5), the words of the prophet of
falsehood (7:4), and the words of Jenonadab (35:14).
5
TJer 1:1, 2, 4, 9, 11, 13; 2:1; 7:1; 11:1; 13:3, 8; 14:1; 16:1; 18:1, 5; 21:1; 24:4; 25:1, 3; 28:12; 29:30; 30:1;
32:1, 6, 26; 33:1, 19, 23; 34:1, 8, 12; 35:1, 12; 36:27; 37:6; 39:15; 40:1; 42:7; 43:8; 44:1; 45:1; 46:1,13; 47:1; 49:34;
51:64.
3

142
these occurrences are found in the contexts of human speech.6 They are indeed the targumic
additions in the TJer, which have no parallel in the Hebrew text.7
Another noun associated with divine speech is “ ֹנבואהprophecy,” which is primarily used
as a buffer word as discussed above. This noun is also used to render the less common Hebrew
term משא, which denotes “oracle” or “burden.”8 In the Hebrew text of Jeremiah,  משאappears
eight times, all in the passage widely known as “the burden of Yahweh (23:33[2x], 34, 36[2x],
38[3x]). This noun is deliberately used as a pun in this passage, that is, the “oracle” of Yahweh
will become a “burden” to the prophet, or the priest, or the people; and Yahweh will punish those
who use this term (v.34). However, the rhetorical force is lost in the TJer when the polysemous
noun  משאis replaced with the monosemous noun ֹנבואה.
For the verbs related to divine speech, the most frequently used in the TJer is אמר, which
is consistently used to render its Hebrew cognate as well as the Hebrew term ֹנאם. It has a total
occurrence of 691 times in the TJer, as compared to only 478 occurrences in the MT. Such
discrepancy is mainly due the substitution of the Hebrew term  ֹנאםwith the Aramaic  אמרin the
TJer, which occurs 175 times. Of the 691 occurrences, at least 174 times appear in the prophetic
speech formula. In other words,  אמרis primarily used in the messenger formula כדֹנן אמר יוי
“Thus says the Lord” (151 times; e.g., 2:2; 4:3; 19:1), and in two other formulas, namely, אמר יוי

6
This term is used to represent the “words” of the prophets of falsehood (6:14, 29; 8:11); the “words” of
the prophets of the Lord (6:17; 9:19), the “words” of other people (12:6; 20:10), and the “words” of Babylon
(50:29).
7
An exception is found in 9:19, which has a singular  דברin the Hebrew.
8
The English Bibles are divided by these two renderings: “oracle” (NASB, NIV) and “burden” (NRSV,
ESV, LEB).
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“says the Lord” (10 times; e.g., 6:15; 8:12) and “ ואמר יוי ליAnd the Lord said to me” (13 times;
e.g., 1:7,9,12,14; 3:6,11).
Another verb associated with divine speech is “ מללto speak,” which is invariably
employed to render the Hebrew term “ דברto speak.” This verb appears 77 times in the TJer, and
30 occurrences are used with God as its subject (e.g., 1:16; 10:1; 26:13; 30:2). Unlike אמר,  מללis
never used in the prophetic speech formulas in the TJer.
The third verb is “ ֹנביto prophesy,” which appears 74 times in the TJer. Besides rendering
its equivalent cognate in the Hebrew (about 40 times), this term also substitutes for two other
Hebrew verbs in the context of delivering the Word of God, that is, “ דברto speak” and “ קראto
call.”9 For example, “which Jeremiah the prophet spoke ( )דברto all the people of Judah”
becomes “And Jeremiah the prophet prophesied ( )ֹנביאconcerning all the people of the house of
Judah” (25:2), and “Go and proclaim ( )קראin the ears of Jerusalem, saying” is changed to “Go,
and prophesy ( )ֹנביאbefore the people who are in Jerusalem, saying” (2:2). Again, such
substitution in the TJer is by no means at random but only found in the contexts in which the
subject of the verb is either Jeremiah (1:6,7; 11:6; 20:1), or the prophet of the Lord (4:15; 6:29;
8), or the prophet of falsehood (2:8; 5:31; 14:14-16), who is in the act of delivering the Word of
God (or words of falsehood) to the people. The unification of various verbs of divine speech
under one Aramaic root in the TJer seems to indicate that “the Targum treats prophecy as a more

“To speak”: 1:6, 7, 17; 5:14; 9:21; 20:8[2x]; 22:1; 25:2; 26:2[2x], 7, 8; 26:15; 43:2; 45:1. “To call”: 2:2;
3:12; 7:2, 13, 27; 11:6; 19:2; 35:17.
9
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unified phenomenon which is understood as having revelatory significance for Israel and as
being confined to that religious context.”10 Having said that, concerning the usage of the verb ֹנבי,
it is surprising to notice that the TJer makes no effort to discriminate the act of prophesying
between the prophets of Yahweh and the prophets of falsehood. The act of delivering the words
of false prophecy by the prophets of falsehood is still considered, at least by the meturgeman, as
an act of prophesying.

Prophetic Speech Formula Associated with the Word of God

One of the striking characteristics of Jeremiah is that the book abounds with prophetic speech
formulas11 just as it is replete with terms associated to divine speech. The following analysis
reveals that all the formulas found in the TJer function the same way as they do in the MT, and
the meturgeman seems to render all the formulas literally, faithfully reflecting the original
pattern in the Hebrew text. Here are the most frequent formulas of the prophetic speech found in
the TJer.
The Messenger Formula
The most frequent and characteristic formulaic marker employed in the TJer is “ כדֹנן אמר יויThus
says the Lord,” which occurs 155 times, the same number of occurrences as that in the MT.

Anthony J. Saldarini, “‘Is Saul Also Among the Scribes?’: Scribes and Prophets in Targum Jonathan,” in
“Open thou mine eyes...”: essays on Aggadah and Judaica presented to Rabbi William G. Braude on his eightieth
birthday and dedicated to his memory, eds. Herman J. Blumberg et al. (Hoboken, NJ: Ktav, 1992), 239-53, on 241.
11
James D. Nogalski, Interpreting Prophetic Literature: Historical and Exegetical Tools for reading the
prophets (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2015), 17–24; David E. Aune, Prophecy in Early Christianity and the
Ancient Mediterranean World (Eugene, OR: Wipf and Stock Publishers, 2003), 88–91; John T. Geene, The Role of
the Messenger in the Ancient Near East (BJS 169; Altanta: Scholars Press, 1989), 181–204.
10
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Similar to its function in the MT,12 this formula, usually located at the beginning of a verse,13
serves to emphasize the divine origin and authority of the message as well as to authenticate the
messenger (cf. Ezek 2:4; 3:11), who delivers the divine message in the divine’s voice. Thus, the
message is always delivered as direct speech, with God speaking in the first person through the
voice of the messenger.14 The exact occurrences of the messenger formula in the TJer as that in
the MT shows how scrupulous and reverent the meturgeman is in rendering this formula which
indicates the claim to divine authority.

The Divine Utterance Formula
The Hebrew “ ֹנאם־יהוהdeclares Yahweh” is invariably rendered as “ אמר יויsays Yahweh” in the
Targum. Again, the TJer has the most occurrences of this formula, viz. 175 times (same as that
of the MT), including its many variations.15 Unlike the messenger formula which usually appears
at the beginning of a prophetic speech, this formula can be found at various positions within a
prophetic speech, at the beginning, the middle or the end of a prophetic speech (cf., 23:31). In

12

The messenger formula has at least two major functions in the prophetic texts, that is, as introduction or
transitional marker. As introduction, this formula frequently introduces different pronouncements of God, such as, a
divine verdict to his people (5:14-15; 11:3; 18:11) or to the nations (50:18; 51:1), or a command to do something
(19:1; 22:1; 26:2), or a prohibition (23:16; 30:16), or a promise to his people (30:18; 32:15; 33:42). As a transitional
marker, this formula is used to mark “major thematic shifts or new sayings in collection.” 12 For example, the
messenger formula appearing at the beginning of 17:5 clearly indicates a thematic shift in content, from the oracle of
Judah’s indelible sin in 17:1-412 to “a collection of wisdom sayings attributed to Yahweh” in 17:5-11.
13
On about 21 occasions, this formula is found in the mid-verse (2:2; 15:2; 18:11; 19:3; 23:38; 24:8; 25:28;
26:18; 27:4, 16; 28:11; 29:31; 32:3; 34:2, 4; 35:18; 36:29; 38:17; 39:16; 42:15; 49:28).
14
However, a significant modification in the messenger formula has been observed in the books of
Chronicles, in which the messenger formula introduces a prophetic speech spoken in the third person, that is, the
messenger speaks in his own voice, not in Yahweh’s (e.g., 2 Chron 20:15; 21:12). William M. Schniedewind, The
Word of God in Transition: From Prophet to Exegete in the Second Temple Period (JSOTSup 197; Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic, 1995), 57–58.
15
“ אמר יויdeclares Yahweh” (164 times), “ אמר יוי צבאותdeclares Yahweh of hosts” (4 times), אמר מלכא
“ יוי צבאות שמוdeclares the king, Yahweh of hosts is his name” (3 times), “ אמר יוי אלהים צבאותdeclares Lord
Yahweh of hosts” (3 times), “ אמר יוי אלהיםdeclares the Lord Yahweh” (once).
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about 20 occurrences, the formula appears at the end of an oracle introduced by the messenger
formula (e.g., 2:3; 12:17; 32:44). In at least 13 instances, the formulaic expression serves as an
end-of-paragraph marker, underlining a change of topic within an oracle (e.g., 1:19; 8:3;
23:32).16 In the TJer, most of the occurrences of this formula are found in the middle of an
oracle, which aim to remind the readers of the divine origin of an oracle.
This formula is also called the Signatory Formula, which “functions as a kind of verbal
signature, placing the divine imprimatur upon the oral word, analogous to the inscribed signature
or seal imprint of an authority behind a written text.”17 The exceptionally high occurrences in the
TJer not only serve to add emphasis to the divine origin of the prophetic speech but also reflect
the prominence of the theology of the Word of God in the book.

The Word-Event Formula
The basic form of this formula in Hebrew “ ויהי דבר־יהוה אלי לאמרand the word of the Lord came
to me saying” is paraphrased “ והוה פתֹגם ֹנבואה מן קדם יוי עמי למימרand the word of the prophecy
from before the Lord was with me saying” in the TJer. This formula and its various forms

16
17

Daniel I. Block, The Book of Ezekiel: Chapters 25–48 (NICOT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998), 33.
Block, Ezekiel, 33.
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appears at least 44 times in the TJer.18 This formula appears most frequently in the biographical
prose and sermonic prose discourse in Jeremiah 26-51 (27 times) than in the poetic oracles in
Jeremiah 1-25 (17 times).
Similar to that in the MT, this formula is significant in the TJer as it serves at least two
purposes, that is, as chapter superscription and as introduction to new speeches that came to
Jeremiah.19 Most interestingly, as many as twenty-one chapters of Jeremiah begin with this
formula, which serves as chapter superscriptions,20 while the rest of the formula appear within
the chapters, mainly used to introduce new divine speeches that came to Jeremiah. More than
half of this formula include additional information that provide chronological data, biographical
information, or the subject matter to be addressed.21 Chronological data usually provides specific
dates of the messages preached, for example, “At the beginning of the reign of Jehoiakim, the
son of Josiah, the king of the tribe of the house of Judah, was this word from before the Lord,

18

As shown below, Lawlor has provided a convenient and helpful summary that reduces the 44
occurrences of the word event formula in Jeremiah into eleven categories, though some of the formulas have
additional variations. See John I. Lawlor, “Word Event in Jeremiah: A Look at the Composition’s ‘Introductory
Formulas’,” in Inspired Speech: Prophecy in the Ancient Near East Essays in Honor of Herbert B. Huffmon, ed.
John Kaltner and Louis Stulman (London: T&T Clark, 2004), 231–43, at 232.
Label
A

19
20

Formula
אשר היה דבר־יהוה אליו

B

ויהי דבר־יהוה אלי לאמר

Use
1x

1:2

References

9x

1:4, 11, 13; 2:1; 13:3, 8; 16:1; 18:5; 24:4

C

הדבר אשר היה אל־ירמיהו מאת יהוה

10x

7:1; 11:1; 18:1; 21:1; 30:1; 32:1; 34:1, 8; 35:1; 40:1

D

אשר היה דבר־יהוה אל־ירמיהו

4x

14:1; 46:1; 47:1; 49:34

E

הדבר אשר־היה על־ירמיהו

1x

25:1

F

היה דבר־יהוה אלי

2x

25:3; 32:6

G

היה הדבר הזה מאת יהוה

1x

26:1

H

היה הדבר הזה אל־ירמיה מאת יהוה

2x

I

ויהי דבר־יהוה אל־ירמיה

12x

J

ואל־ירמיהו היה דבר־יהוה

1x

27:1; 36:1
28:12; 29.30; 32:26; 33:1, 19, 23; 34:12; 35:12; 36:27;
37:6; 42:7; 43:8
39:15

K

הדבר אשר היה אל־ירמיהו

1x

44:1

Nogalski, Interpreting Prophetic Literature, 19.
1:2; 2:1; 7;1; 11:1; 14:1; 16:1; 18:1; 21:1; 25:1; 26:1; 27:1; 30:1; 32:1; 33:1; 34:1; 35:1; 36:1; 40:1; 44:1;

46:1; 47:1.
21

Nogalski, Interpreting Prophetic Literature, 19. Chronological data can be found in 1:1–2; 21:1;
25:1;26:1; 27:1; 28:12; 32:1; 34:1,8; 35:1; 36:1; 47:1; 49:34, biographical information in 1:1–2; 33:1; 36:27; 39:15;
40:1; 43:8, and the subject matter to be addressed in 14:1; 25:1; 44:1; 46:1; 47:1; 49:34.
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saying” (26:1). Biographical information gives readers a glimpse into the prophet’s background
(1:1-2; see discussion below), and his suffering “when he was shut up in the court of the
prisoners’ house” (39:15). On six occasions, the subject matter to be addressed is clearly stated
in the formula allowing readers to place the subsequent speech into a specific setting: concerning
the drought (14:1), concerning all people of the house of Judah (25:1), concerning all the Jews
who dwell in the land of Egypt (44:1), concerning the nations (46:1) concerning Philistine (47:1),
and concerning Elam (49:34).
Here is an example of the word-event formula taken from TJer 1:1-3, which has been
expanded with aggadic material.
MT

The words of Jeremiah the son of Hilkiah, among the priests who were in Anathoth in the land of Benjamin,
to whom the word of the LORD came in the days of Josiah the son of Amon, king of Judah, in the thirteenth
year of his reign …

TJ

The words of the prophecy of Jeremiah the son of Hilqiah, one of the leaders of the course of the priests,
of the temple officers who were in Jerusalem: the man who received his inheritance in Anathoth in the
land of the tribe of Benjamin, with whom was the word of prophecy from before the Lord in the days of
Josiah the son of Amon, the king of the tribe of the house of Judah, in the thirteenth year of his reign …

Two obvious changes are noticeable in the Aramaic rendering of this word-event formula.
First, the Hebrew expression “the word of the Lord” is paraphrased “the word of prophecy from
before the Lord,” a paraphrase aimed to ensure “reverential distancing between God and human
beings in their interactions.”22 Second, the biographical information of the prophet (1:1-2)
reflects an aggadic expansion in the Targum, in which additional biographical information
concerning the prophet’s father is provided in the translation.

22

Dray, Targum of Kings, 94.
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The Commissioning Formula
The “commissioning formula” refers to a type of formulaic expression and should not be
confused with the “commission/call narratives” in which God calls and sends his prophets to
proclaim his divine message. This formula never stands alone and is always embedded within a
prophetic speech. The basic structure of the formula can be expressed as “X and Y (and Z) to soand-so,” with X, Y (and Z) as verbs in the imperative23 or the infinitive absolute.24 In Jeremiah,
such formula appears no less than twenty times, following closely after other speech formulas.25
After his commissioning as the prophet to the nations, Jeremiah is commanded by God,
“ הלך וקראת באזֹני ירושלם לאמרGod and proclaim in the ears of Jerusalem, saying” (2:2), which is
paraphrased “ איזיל ותתֹנבי קדם עמא דבירושלם למימרGo, and prophesy before the people who are
in Jerusalem, saying” in the TJer. In 28:13, Jeremiah is directed to “Go and say to Hananiah,
saying,” which has the same rendering in the TJer.

The Proclamation Formula
This formula “ שמעו דבר־יהוהHear the word of Yahweh” is rendered literally in the Targum
 קבילו פתֹגמא דיויor שמעא פתֹגמא דיוי. The latter appears once in the TJer (9:19), while the former

23

Ezek 3:2 is a constructive example, in which God commends Ezekiel אכול את־המֹגלה הזאת ולך דבר אל־

“ בית ישראלEat this scroll, and go, speak to the house of Israel.” All verbs in this commissioning formula appear in
the imperative.
24
For example, in the commissioning formula in Jer 2:1, the verbs appear in the construction of the
infinitve absolute (functioned as imperative) + wayyiqtol: “ הלך ועמדת בשער בֹני־עםGo and stand at the gate of the
sons of the people” (17:19).
25
Twelve occurrences appear after the word-event formula (2:2; 13:4; 16:2; 18:2; 28:13; 34;2; 35:13; 36:2,
28; 39:16; 43:9; 50:2), four occurrences follow the messenger formula (17:19; 19:1; 25:15; 32:14), and the
remaining four occurrences are located after the revelation formula (2:12; 13:1,6; 11:6).
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14 times, with 4 occurrences in different forms.26 With three exceptions (9:19; 31:10; 44:26), the
formula is always followed by the messenger formula, calling attention to the audiences that
what follows is not from the prophet but from the Lord who speaks through him. Also, this
formula is regularly followed by the name(s) of the addressee(s) in the vocative. In one
occurrence, the formula is addressed to the nations (31:10), while in the other two occurrences, it
is directed to the House of Israel/Jacob (2:4; 10:1). In the remaining occurrences, Judah,
including its people, its kings, and its remnants in Babylon and Egypt, are the very addressees of
the formula, who are also the implied readers of Jeremiah.

Conclusion

As far as the various types of prophetic speech formula are concerned, the TJer makes no
alteration but faithfully reflects the same number of occurrences as those in the MT. This clearly
indicates that though the meturgemanim are conferred with a large degree of autonomy to render
the Hebrew text, they show their utmost reverent and caution in rendering those formulae, which
are not only used exclusively to introduce the word of God, but also to indicate the claim to
divine authority.

26

Ten instances occur with the verb  קבלin masculine plural (2:4; 7:2; 17:20; 19:3; 21:11; 29:20; 31:10;
42:15; 44:24, 16), two instances with the verb in masculine singular (22:2; 34:4), one instance with the verb in
feminine singular (22:9), and one instance appears in slightly different form “ קבילו ית פתֹגמא דמליל יוי עליכוןHeed
the word which the Lord has spoken against you” (10:1).
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Jeremiah as Prophet

One of the features of the MT Jeremiah is the large numbers of times the prophet’s name occurs.
In this the TJer concurs and actually has four more. The personal name “Jeremiah” occurs no
less than 135 times in the TJer, 134 times in the form of  ירמיהand once in that of ירמיהו.27 The
TJer has 4 occurrences more than that in the MT (i.e. 8:21; 10:11; 12:5; 31:15). In 33
occurrences,28 the name “Jeremiah” is always qualified with the epithet “the prophet,” which is
used unequivocally to mark Jeremiah as the true prophet so as to differentiate him from the false
prophet (see discussion below). The high occurrences of “Jeremiah the prophet” are notably
found in chs. 28 and 29 (28:5,6,10,11,15; 29:1,29), which depict the direct confrontation between
Jeremiah and Hananiah, the false prophet par excellence.
It is worth noting the four targumic additions in the TJer that are lacking in the Hebrew
Text. None of these additions concern the false prophets; instead, all provide some sort of
biographical information concerning Jeremiah. In TJer 8:21, “Jeremiah the prophet” is inserted
in an attempt to resolve the ambiguity of the speakers in the lament in 8:18–23[9:1], where the
identification of the speakers in this passage still remains an unresolved puzzle in Jeremianic
studies.29 In TJer 10:11, a long aggadic paraphrase has replaced the original text, which is written
in Aramaic: “This is a copy of the letter which Jeremiah the prophet sent to the remnant of the

27

In the MT, 122 occurrences appear in the form of  ירמיהוand nine occurrences in that of ירמיה. For the
other Latter Prophets, the personal name of the prophet Isaiah occurs sixteen times in the book of Isaiah, while that
of the prophet Ezekiel appears only twice in the book of Ezekiel.
28
8:22; 10:11; 12:5; 20:2; 25:2; 28:5, 6, 10, 11, 15; 29:1, 29; 31:15; 32:2; 34:6; 36:8, 26; 37:2, 3, 6, 13;
38:9, 10, 14; 42:2, 4; 43:6; 45:1; 46:13; 47:1; 49:34; 50:1; 51:59.
29
See “Summary of Types of Changes,” 49-51.
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elders of the Exile who were in Babylon.”30 Obviously, this verse is an interpolation that
interrupts the flow of vv. 10, 12, and 13. The Aramaic paraphrase, therefore, seems to provide a
logical explanation for the awkward change of language in this verse. Since the letter was written
to the remnants in Babylon, it would be unsurprising for this verse to be written in Aramaic,
which was the lingua franca in Babylon. The Aramaic paraphrase, again, reflects the
meturgeman’s endeavor to make the Hebrew intelligible.
TJer 12:1–6, the second half of Jeremiah’s first confession, presents a dialogue between
Jeremiah and Yahweh, in which vv. 1–4 contain Jeremiah’s complaint to Yahweh, and vv. 5–6
Yahweh’s reply to Jeremiah. In the Hebrew text, Yahweh as the speaker for vv. 5–6 is assumed
from the content as no speaker is patently mentioned. The TJer removes this ambiguity by
inserting a complete sentence at the beginning of v. 5, an insertion that clearly identifies both the
speaker and the addressee: “This is the reply to Jeremiah the prophet concerning his petition.”
The last targumic addition is found in 31:15, in which the MT “A voice is heard in Ramah” is
expanded in the TJer as “The voice has been heard in the height of the world, the house of Israel
who weep and lament after Jeremiah the prophet, when Nebuzaradan, the chief of the killers,
sent him from Ramah.” The word “Ramah” could have triggered double interpretations in the
Aramaic rendering. First, “Ramah,” literally “height,” could have prompted the rendering of
“The voice has been heard in the height of the world.” Second, “Ramah” is the place to which
Jeremiah was sent after he has been taken by Nebuzaradan (TJer 40:1),31 reflecting an
intertextual influence.
The TJer has “This is a copy of the letter which Jeremiah the prophet sent to the remnant of the elders of
the Exile who were in Babylon. ‘If the nations among whom you are should say to you, Worship the idols, O house
of Israel: thus you shall answer and thus shall you say to them: ‘The idols which you worship are idols in which
there is no profit. They cannot bring down rain from heaven, and they cannot make fruits sprout forth from the earth.
They and those who worship them shall perish from the earth, and shall be destroyed from under these heavens.’”
31
In TJer 31:15, the phrase “Nebuzaradan, the chief of the killers, sent him from Ramah” is the exact
repetition of that in TJer 40:1.
30
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The Role of (True) Prophets in TJer

Prophet as Spokesman (Messenger)

The primary role of a prophet is to be a messenger of and spokesman for God. God calls and
sends his prophets to fulfill their prophetic duty. Thus, both divine calling and sending
characterize a prophet.32 The verb “send” signifies the divine act of sending a person to be God’s
prophet. In the TJer, the verb “ שלחsend,” used specifically in the context of divine sending,
appears no less than 32 times, 4 times more than that of the MT,33 in which 25 occurrences are in
the context of God sending his prophets,34 and the remaining occurrences are in that of God not
sending the false prophet.35 In other words, God sends only the true prophets and not the false
prophets.
God not only sends Jeremiah to prophesy against the house of Judah and Jerusalem
(26:12,15) but also prophet after prophet calling his people to return to him in obedience (25:4-6;
35:15). When God calls Jeremiah, he fills him with his word (1:9), which becomes a burning
fire in his heart, so compulsive that he could not stop proclaiming it (20:9). When God sends
Jeremiah, he promises him that “his Memra will be at his assistance to deliver him” (1:8,19;
15:20; 42:11; cf., 30:11; 46:28). In one occasion, the prophet complains that “the hand of
Yahweh” is upon him (15:17), which is rendered as “the Memra of Yahweh.” Indeed, the
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Christoph Barth, God with Us: A Theological Introduction to the Old Testament (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1991), 306.
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7:13; 22:21; 32:33; 35:17. All these additions concern God sending his servants the prophets to his
people.
34
1:7; 7:13, 25[2x]; 19:14; 22:21; 25:4[2x]; 26:5[2x], 12, 15; 28:9; 29:19[2x]; 32:33; 35:15[2x], 17; 42:5,
21; 43:1, 2; 44:4[2x].
35
14:14, 15; 23:21; 27:15; 28:15; 29:9, 31.
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prophet is always “under divine constraint for special task”36 in which God will fill him with
prophecies of cursing toward the sin of the people.37
As a true prophet of God, Jeremiah has stood up before God who “has revealed a secret”
to him to empower him to make God’s people hear his word and make them turn from their evil
ways (TJer 23:22).38 As discussed above, whenever Jeremiah “speaks” or “proclaims” the Word
of God, the Targum will invariably replace the verbs of speech with “prophesy.”
The Aramaic rendering of 9:19 deserves some discussion, in which the Hebrew “Now
hear, O women, the word of Yahweh, and let your ear receive the word of his mouth” is
modified to “But hear the word of the Lord, O women, and let your ear be attentive to the words
of his prophets.” It is conspicuous that “his mouth” has been changed to “his prophet,” which
seems to be in line with the common view that a prophet is God’s mouthpiece. With such
modification, “the word of the prophet,” which forms a parallel with “the word of Yahweh,” is
regarded as equivalent (in authority) to the Word of God. This equivalence is further attested in
6:19: “for they have not listened attentively to my words” becomes “for they have not listened to
the words of my servants the prophets.” Apparently, the Targum goes even further in affirming
the divine authority of the word of the prophets.

36

Thompson, Jeremiah, 397.
Ribera notes that, in the Targum of Ezekiel, the spirit of God is identified with the hand of God, which is
laid on the prophet (TEzek 1:3; 3:22; 8:1; 37:1; cf. TJer 1:9). See Josep Ribera-Florit, “Prophecy according to
Targum Jonathan to the Prophets and the Palestinian Targum to the Pentateuch,” in Targum Studies: Volume One,
ed. Paul V.M. Flesher (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992), 61–74, at 63.
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Prophet as Servant
Besides being the messenger of God, the prophet is also called “the servant” of God in numerous
occasions.39 The expression “my servants the prophets,” together with one variation,40 appears
twelve times in the TJer, of which six are unique to the TJer.41 As a servant, the primary task of a
prophet is to be the instrument through which the Word of God is preached to his people, for
example, “although I sent to them all my servants the prophets, rising up early and instructing
them; but they do not wish to receive instruction” (TJer 32:33).
This task is further emphasized in the six targumic additions of the expression “my
servants the prophets.” The conviction that God always speaks through his prophets, coupled
with the tendency to remove any anthropomorphic expression, could have prompted the change
in TJer 7:13, “and I spoke to you, rising up early and speaking, but you did not hear” is replaced
with “and I have sent to you all my servants the prophets, rising up early and speaking, but you
did not heed them.” Similar modification can be found in TJer 6:19; 19:5; 35:17.
Instead of God teaching his people, his servants the prophets are sent one after another as
teachers to teach (or to instruct) them. Therefore, “though I have taught them, rising up early and
teaching [them]” becomes “although I sent to them all my servants the prophets, rising up early
and instructing them” (TJer 32:33). Again, the notion of teaching is emphasized in TJer 22:21, in
which the Hebrew “I spoke to you in your security but you said I will not listen” is paraphrased

Schniedewind notes that the titles “Servant of YHWH” and “Servant of God” occurs 24 times in the
Hebrew Bible, in which 19 times are applied to Moses. None of these titles are applied to prophetic figures, which
are generally called “my servants the prophets (e.g., Jer 7:25). Schniedewind, Word of God in Transition, 51–52.
40
The expression “my servants the prophets” appears 11 times (6:19; 7:13, 25; 19:5; 22:21; 26:5; 29:19;
32:33; 35:15, 17; 44:4), while its variation “his servants the prophets” occurs once in 25:4.
41
These six occurrences are the result of paraphrasing of the Hebrew text (6:19; 7:13; 19:5; 22:21; 32:33;
35:17).
39
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“I sent to you all my servants the prophets when you were dwelling in safety. You said: ‘I will
not receive instruction.”

Prophet as Scribe
It is interesting to note that two Hebrew terms, “ מחקקruler/scepter” and ֹנבא, are rendered as ספר
“scribe” in the Targumim.42 Such rendering suggests a new development in the meaning of the
biblical term “prophet.” Josep Ribera’s comment helps illuminate this change:
At the postexile, when the kingship vanishes and the traditions of the Past[sic] shape Judaism, biblical
Prophetism acquires a new meaning: now, the Prophet does no longer feel to be the author of divine messages
but a faithful follower and interpreter of the classical Prophets whoses[sic] messages the postexilic Prophet
knows how to apply to the new situations.43

“Scribe” almost invariably translates  מחקקbut only occasionally ֹנבא.  מחקקoccurs 7 times in the MT, in
which three times is interpreted as “ruler” (Deut 33:21; Judg 5:14; Isa 33:22) and four times as “ruler’s staff or
scepter” (Gen 49:10; Num 21:18; Ps 60:9; 108:9). It is worth noting that all these occurrences are unanimously
rendered “ruler/king” in the LXX, except Judg 5:4. In the Targumim, “scribe” translates  מחקקin five occasions (FTDeut 33:21; Gen 49:10; TPJ-J Num 21:18; TPs 60:9; 108:9), in which twice Moses is regarded as the “scribe” par
excellence (FT-Deut 33:21; TPJ-Num 21:18). Not only God, who is called  מחקקin the MT, is the “teacher who
gave the Law from Sinai,” the scribes are also considered teachers of the Law (FT-Gen 49:10). In this context,
“scribe” is synonymous with “Torah teacher,” not with “copyist.” See full discussion in Vermes, Scripture and
Tradition, 49–55.
43
Josep Ribera-Florit, “The Image of the Prophet in the light of the Targum Jonathan and Jewish Literature
in the Post-Biblical Period,” in Proceedings of the Ninth World Congress of Jewish Studies: Division A, The Period
of the Bible (Jerusalem: World Union of Jewish Studies, 1986), 127–34, at 130.
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When the prophecy ceased, as Gordon has perceived, the sages/scribes44 emerged as the
“authoritative interpreters of the prophets.”45 The prominent role of scribes in the Second Temple
period is clearly described by Ben Sira in Sir 38:24-39:11. Scribes are trained scholars who
devote themselves to full-time study of the Law, the Writings and the Prophets. They offer
advice to rulers and make supplication for sins.46 In the Mishnah, scribes are explicitly associated
with authority and expertise in the Law (cf., m. Pe’a 2.6).47 This prestige status is supported by
references to laws enacted by scribes, which are introduced by the formula “the words of the
scribes” (e.g., m. Yeb 9.3; 2.4).48 Thus, the words of scribes are authoritative for they are
believed to have received the oral law by a direct line of tradition from Moses on Sinai. From the
Talmudic perspective, the change of the prophetic office is clearly stated in b. B. Bat. 12a: “From
the day on which the house of the sanctuary was destroyed, prophecy was taken away from

44
Two related questions deserve a brief discussion here. First, what is the relationship between the sages
and the scribes? Though sages and scribes are two distinctive social classes and cannot simply be equated, there
seems to be some overlap between them. In her study of the Jewish scribes in the second-temple period, Schams
argues that in Ben Sira’s society it is likely that “some scribes were wise men and some sages filled positions like
scribes… some scribes occupied influential and prestigious positions.” Christine Schams, Jewish Scribes in the
Second-Temple Period (JSOTSup 291; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1998), 102, 105. Elsewhere, Dell
shares similar view: “It seems likely that the ‘sages’ were a subgroup of the scribes, i.e. most sages were also scribes
(even if they didn’t perform the formal tasks of a scribe), but not all scribes were sages. The sages were probably the
elite of the scribes, having a function well beyond simple writing. It is possible that they had important
administrative and political roles at the royal court…” Katharine Dell, “Scribe, Sages, and Seers in the First
Temple,” in Scribes, Sages, and Seers: The Sage in the Eastern Mediterranean world, ed. Leo Perdue (FRLANT
219; Gottingen: Vanderhoeck & Repurecht, 2008): 125–44, at 130.
Second, why is the term “sages” not used in the Targumim? David E. Orton writes, “The answer seems to
lie in the tradition of the authority of the Soferim. From the early post-prophetic period onwards,  סופריםtypically
designated the rightful successors of the prophets; hence authoritative interpreters, be they the classical Soferim or
the authors of later interpretative material (such as the Targums themselves), merit the label ‘scribe’. The ‘sages’,
meanwhile (as the NT silently attests), are generally post-70 rabbinic scholars whose authority is only derivative
from the sōferîm, the targumists would not have made the equation sōferîm = ḥakhāmîn which we find in the
talmudic dibrê haḥakhāmîn.” David E. Orton, The Understanding Scribe: Matthew and the Apocalyptic Ideal
(JSNTSup 25; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1989) 57.
45
Gordon, “Targum as Midrash,” 331–32.
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Roger A. Bullard and Howard A. Hatton, A Handbook on Sirach, eds. Paul Clarke et al., (New York:
United Bible Societies, 2008), 771–792.
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See full discussion in Schams, Jewish Scribes, 218–28.
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prophets and given over to sages… Even though it was taken from the prophets, it was not taken
from sages.” In addition, the rabbi seems to equate “sages” with “scribes” in b. Sotah 15A.49
From this historical development, it is not hard to see how scribes gain their prominent role as
authoritative interpreters of the Law in the Jewish community during the Second Temple period.
In this section, only the term  ספרwill be discussed as the term  מחקקis not found in the
TJer. The term “ ספרscribe” occurs only 12 times in the MT but 24 times in the TJer.50 The
targumic additions are mainly due to the rendering of the Hebrew term “ ֹנביאprophet” as  ספרin
the Aramaic. Further analysis of the targumic additions shows that  ֹנביאis only replaced with ספר
when it appears alongside “priest(s),” producing the combination of “scribe(s) and priest(s),”
which represents the prominent religious leaders at that time.51 Except for one occasion where
the term “priest” does not follow right after the term “scribe” (18:18), the combination of “scribe
and priest” appears six times (6:13; 8:10; 14:18; 23:11,33,34), while that of “priests and scribes”
occurs five times (26:7,8,11,16; 29:1). It is noteworthy that none of these occurrences indicates
the association of scribes with prophetic functions; instead, all of them depict scribes, together
with priests, as influential groups in the society.52 Two examples will suffice to illustrate such
phenomena.

“It has been taught on Tannaite authority: Said Rabban Gamaliel to sages, ‘Scribes, allow me to interpret
the matter in the manner of the pearl-allegory.’” (bold mine)
50
TJer 6:13; 8:8, 10; 14:18; 18:18; 23:11, 33, 34; 26:7, 8, 11, 16; 29:1; 36:10, 12[2x], 20, 21, 23, 26, 32;
37:15, 20;52:25. (Versus in bold are targumic additions.)
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Aramaic equivalent.
52
There are few occasions in which the term “scribe” that replaces the term “prophet” in the Hebrew text is
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In 23:11, the expression “scribe and priest” seems to suggest distinct levels of status
within the religious order, and both fail in their leadership due to their wickedness: “and from the
prophet to the priest, everyone commits deceit” is modified to “and both scribe and priest, all of
them are doers of falsehood.” Another example is found in 26:7, which affirms the societal
leadership of the “priests and scribes,” who seek to kill Jeremiah: “And the priests and the
prophets said to the princes and all the people, saying, ‘This man deserves death sentence …’”
becomes “And the priests and the scribes said to the princes and to all the people, saying: ‘This
man deserves sentence of death ...’”
The equation of Hebrew “prophet” with the Aramaic “scribe” in the Targum, though
considered as a minor change within the Targumic tradition,53 has elicited much debate. By using
the principle to differentiate between the holy and the profane, Churgin believed that the
meturgeman deliberately differentiated ֹנבא, the true prophet of God, from ספר, which he equated
with the false prophet or the professional prophet who spoke in the name of the foreign gods.54
However, Hayward, writing in 1985, argued, “the expression ‘prophet of falsehood’ is used not
only to refer to prophets who speak in the name of foreign gods like the Ba’alim, but also in
respect of people who prophesy falsely in the Name of the Lord [cf. 14:14].”55 Hence, he argues
that the word “scribe,” when used to translate “prophet,” should refer indeed to “scribe” as such.
In addition, he believes that scribes, in association with priest, are “a powerful and influential
group active in their days, alongside priests, in the affairs of the Jewish state.”56 Chilton,
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In his survey, Hayward discovers that the rendering of the Hebrew  ֹנביאas the Aramaic  ספרoccurs only
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however, cautions that Hayward’s view should not be applied globally because, as he reasons,
“There are instances in which the association [i.e. priests and scribes] is not operative in the
Jeremiah Targum.”57 While Chilton might be right by pointing out two instances (i.e. 6:13;
18:18), based on Hayward’s list, to support his argument, there are still ten instances, as
discussed above, in which the association is working perfectly. Hence, Chilton’s argument seems
less convincing and too weak to overrule Hayward’s view.
Hayward’s view gains support in the work of Saldarini, who opines that since the
meturgemanim perceive the priests and scribes, rather than the priests and prophets, as
community leaders, they make the changes accordingly.58 On such changes, he concludes:
“The targumist accepted historical individuals in Israel’s past who revealed God’s word to Israel as prophets
and named them such. He reserved the term ‘prophecy’ for direct communication from God. But mention of
prophets as community leaders or as groups of ecstatics did not fit either his picture of the past or the reality of
his own time. Consequently, prophets were transformed into scribes and their activities made to conform to the
scholarly and religious activities of these later Jewish leaders.” 59

Prophet as Teacher

The transformation of prophets into scribes has inevitably assigned a new function to them,
namely, teachers of the Law, which is clearly indicated in the FT-Gen 49:10 that states “and
scribes, teachers of the Torah, [shall not cease] from his children’s children.”60 In the New
Testament, despite the negative tone, scribes are usually referred as “lawyers” who are experts in
the interpretation and application of the Mosaic Torah and traditional laws (Luke 11:52-53;
7:30), and as “teachers of the Law” (Mark 1:22; 9:11).61 As Dray has rightly remarked,
Bruce Chilton, “Prophecy in the Targumim,” in Mediators of the Devine: Horizons of Prophecy,
Divination, Dreams and Theurgy in Mediterranean Antiquity, ed. Robert M. Berchman (Atlanta: Scholars Press,
1998): 184–201, at 188–89.
58
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“Rabbinic understanding of the cessation of biblical prophecy provides the opportunity for
scribes/sages to fill the teaching role of the prophets.”62
For this reason, the Hebrew “ ֹנביאprophet” is sometimes rendered as “ מלףteacher” in the
Targumim, as evident in TJer 29:15. The Hebrew text “Yahweh has raised up for us prophets in
Babylon” is modified to “The Lord has raised up teachers for us in Babylon.” In its context, the
term “prophets” undoubtedly refers to false prophets who are described in vv. 8-9 and further
elaborated in vv. 20-23. Despite the pejorative allusion, the Aramaic rendering “teacher”
somehow evidences a new development in the meaning of the biblical term “prophet.” The
mission of prophetic teaching, as Ribera has noted, seems to parallel to that of prophesying, thus
the famous divine question “Whom shall I send? And who will go for Us?” is paraphrased
“Whom shall I send to prophesy, and who will go to teach?” (cf. TIsa 28:24; 50:4).
In one occasion, the Hebrew term “ צפהwatchman” is replaced with “teacher” in the
Targum (6:17): “And I set watchmen over you” becomes “And I raised up teachers over you.”
The prophet functioning as a watchman is evident in Ezek 3:17, in which God tells Ezekiel that
he has appointed him as a watchman for the house of Israel, but the Targum says God has
appointed Ezekiel as a teacher for the house of Israel. Such change could be due to the
perception that during the targumic era the Jewish community no longer requires a watchman to
warn them of the impending destruction but a teacher of the law to teach them how to obey God.
With prophet functioning in the role of teacher, the TJer has shown special emphasis on
teaching,63 which is apparent in the frequent use of the term “ אולפןteaching/instruction.”64 In
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five occasions in which the people of God refuse to take correction from God, the Hebrew phrase
“ לקחת מוסרto take correction” is changed to “ לקבלא אלפןto receive instruction” (2:30; 5:3; 7:28;
17:23; 32:33; 35:13). When the people of God refuse “to listen” (disobey) to God, the TJer states
that they refuse “to receive instruction” (6:10; 12:17; 13:17). Similarly, the kings who “seeks
( )דרשthe Lord” become the kings who “take instruction from before the Lord” (10:21; 37:7).
Most importantly, the Targum depicts a direct connection of prophecy with instruction. In 18:18,
the Hebrew expression “the word of the prophet” is equated with “the instruction of the
scribe,” meanwhile in 22:21, “I spoke to you in your prosperity, you said, ‘I will not listen’” is
replaced with “I sent to you all my servants the prophets when you were dwelling in safety. You
said: ‘I will not receive instruction.’” To sum up, during the targumic period, a new identity and
responsibility has been ascribed to the term “prophet,” which is known as an authoritative
teacher ( )מלףof the Law who gives instruction ( )אולפןto the people of God. Thus, “To obey the
prophet is the same as to obey the Torah of Yahweh (TJ Isa. 50:10).”65

Prophet as Eschatologist

The Targumic era was a period of time that was strongly influenced by Jewish eschatological
ideology that prevailed during the intertestamental period. The centrality of this ideology was the
eschatological hope that pointed to God’s imminent intervention in the affairs of the world, in
which the Messiah will come to deliver Israel from its dire straits. Filled with such vigorous
hope, the meturgemanim were inevitably compelled to amend the biblical text to conform to the
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contemporary eschatological view. Though such amendment is also noticeable in the TJer, “the
eschatology of Tg. Jeremiah is rather reserved, implicit rather than explicit.”66 Thus, it will be no
surprise to find certain prominent eschatological features, such as the resurrection of the dead,
lacking in the TJer. Nevertheless, the renderings of the TJer do betray an eschatological interest.
The following will briefly discuss four eschatological features that are found in the TJer.

The Fate of the Wicked
There is only one passage in the TJer that provides a clear eschatological view on the eternal fate
of the wicked (17:13):
MT

O Yahweh, the hope of Israel, all who forsake you shall be ashamed; those who turn aside from you [lit.,
me] shall be written in the earth, for they have forsaken the fountain of living water, Yahweh.

TJ

O Lord, the Hope of Israel, all who have forsaken your worship shall be ashamed; and the wicked who have
transgressed your Memra are destined to fall into Gehinnom, because they have forsaken your worship,
O Lord, for the sake of which you bring glory upon them like a fountain of water whose waters do not cease.

The Hebrew term “earth,” which has a nuanced meaning denoting “underworld,”67 must
have triggered the Aramaic paraphrase of “Gehinnom,” into which the wicked who transgress the
Memra of God and forsake the worship of God are destined to fall. This eschatological view on
the eternal fate of the wicked is not uncommon in the Targumim, which is best testified
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in TN-Gen 3:24.68

The Messiah
The Targumim present a much fuller and developed view on the subject of Messianism than
either the MT or the LXX;69 thus, this subject matter has become the most discussed aspect of
targumic eschatology. Despite that, this eschatological feature appears much less frequent in the
TJer, compared to that in the TIsa.70 It is therefore not surprising for Chilton’s unfavorable
conclusion: “In the main, then, the Jeremiah Targum is restrained and curiously allusive in its
statements about the Davidic messiah. Apart, perhaps, from 30:9 it seems more a pale reflection
of such teaching as we find in the Isaiah Targum than a further development of it.”71

“And he banished Adam; and he had made the Glory of his Shekinah dwell from the beginning to the east of the
Garden of Eden, between the two cherubim. Two thousand years before he created the world he had created the Law; he had
prepared the garden of Eden for the just and Gehenna for the wicked. He had prepared the garden of Eden for the just that they
might eat and delight themselves from the fruits of the tree, because they had kept precepts of the Law in this world and fulfilled
the commandments. For the wicked he prepared Gehenna, which is comparable to a sharp sword devouring with both edges. He
prepared within it darts of fire and burning coals for the wicked, to be avenged of them in the world to come because they did not
observe the precepts of the Law in this world. For the Law is a tree of life for everyone who toils in it and keeps the
commandments: he lives and endures like the tree of life in the world to come. The Law is good for all who labor in it in this
world like the fruit of the tree of life.” (This translation is taken from McNamara, Targum Neofiti 1: Genesis.
68

Several salient points, which are lacking in the original text, can be noted from the above paraphrase. (1) God
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and Gehenna for the wicked. (3) Gehanna, like a two-edged sword and with burning fire, is used to punish the
wicked who did not observe the Law in this world. (4) The Law is a tree of life; everyone who labors in it will lives
and endures in the world to come. In addition, many books in the TJ also attest that Gehenna is prepared for the
wicked (TIsa 26:15; 33:14; 53:9; 66:24) or for those who transgress against the word of Yahweh (TIsa 26:19), where
fire burns in it all day (TIsa 30:33; 65:5). In sum, as McNamara concludes, “For Judaism, ones’ eternal destiny was
determined by one’s attitude to the Law.” See Martin McNamara, Targum and Testament Revisited: Aramaic
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69
An example can be taken from TPJ-Gen 49:10-12, which offers an elaborated messianic interpretation.
See Andrew Chester, Messiah and Exaltation: Jewish Messianic and Visionary Traditions and New Testament
Christology (WUNT; Mohr Siebeck, 2007), 353-55.
70
In the Targum of Isaiah, the Messiah is depicted as a figure closely related to the restoration (4:2); as a
David figure who keeps the law (9:5–6); as an agent of vindication in respect of Israel’s enemies (14:29b); as the
hope of communal vindication (16:1, 5); and as the Isaiah servant in the Songs of Servant (43:10; 52:13; 53:10). See
full discussion in Chilton, Glory of Israel, 86-96.
71
Chilton, Glory of Israel, 112–13.

165
There are only 5 occurrences of the term “ משיחmessiah” in the TJer, which will be
briefly discussed below. The Messiah is first depicted as a promised king in the future (23:5):
MT

Look, the days are coming, declares Yahweh, when I will raise up for David a righteous branch, and he will
reign as king and act wisely, and he will execute justice and righteousness in the land.

TJ

Behold the days are coming, says the Lord, when I shall raise up for David an Anointed One of
righteousness, and he shall reign as king and prosper, and he shall perform true justice and righteousness in
the land.72

Contextually, 23:5 is located in a passage in which a promise of future shepherds and a
Davidic king is given (23:1-8), following right after a long negative review of the last four
wicked Judean kings (chs. 21-22). In the TJer, the Hebrew “branch” is rendered as “anointed one
(=messiah).” Here, the Messiah is presented as a righteous king, of Davidic descent, who will
execute and uphold justice and righteousness in the land, a duty of the king which has been
violated by the Judean king (cf. 22:13-19). Similar description of the Messiah appears again in
33:15, in the context of Yahweh’s promise to the Davidic line in the time of future restoration.
The Targum highlights that the Messiah is not only the future king to Israel and Judah,
but also to all the nations (30:8-9).
MT

And it will come on that day, declares Yahweh of hosts, I will break his yoke from your neck and your bond I
will tear off, and strangers will no longer make slaves of them. But they will serve Yahweh their God, and
David their king whom I will raise up for them

TJ

And it shall be at that time, says the Lord of Hosts, that I will break the yoke of the nations from your necks,
and I will cut off your chains; and the nations shall not again enslave Israel. And they shall worship before
the Lord their God, and shall obey the Anointed, the son of David, their king whom I will raise up for
them.

Apparently, the meturgeman interprets “David” not as David himself, but as the
Messianic descendant of David. In this context, Yahweh will deliver Israel from the subjugation
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Levey renders the last Aramaic phrase “ ויעביד דין דקשוט וזכו בארעאand he shall perform true justice and
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of the nations, who will, in turn, serve the Lord and obey the Messiah. However, according to
TIsa 53:8, the deliverance from the foreign subjugation will only be accomplished by the
suffering servant, who is identified as the Messiah (TIsa 52:13).73 As the righteous king, the
Messianic rule extends over all the nations, who will serve and be obedient to him.
The Messiah will not only be a future leader to the restored community, he will also
undertake the priestly function before the Lord (30:21):
MT

And their prince will be one of them, and their ruler will come out from their midst, and I will bring him
near and he will approach me. For who is he who would pledge his heart to approach me? Declares Yahweh.

TJ

And their king shall be anointed from them, and their Anointed One shall be revealed from among them;
and I will bring them near, and they shall assemble to my worship. For who is he whose heart delights to
draw near to my worship, says the Lord?

Though the Hebrew passage does not specifically mention king David, but only a native
ruler ( )משלat the time of restoration, it does not constrain the meturgeman from perceiving the
messianic implication from its eschatological context, who interprets “their ruler” as “their
Messiah.” The Messiah is installed as the future ruler of the restored community, who also
undertakes a priestly function rather than one that is specifically political.74 Thus, as Levey
concludes, “Here the Messiah stands as the symbol of the religious regeneration of Israel, and of
their rapprochement with God.”75
Lastly, the Targum emphasizes that one of the results of the restoration is that the
followers of the Messiah would yearn for his word (33:13):
MT

in the cities of the hill country, in the cities of the Shephelah, and in the cities of the Negev, and in the land of
Benjamin, and in the surroundings of Jerusalem, and in the cities of Judah, flocks will again pass under of
hand of the one who counts them, says Yahweh.
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Bible and Ancient Versions: Selected Essays of Robert P. Gordon (SOTSM; Aldershot: Ashgate, 2006), 303–16, at
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TJ

In the cities of the mountain, in the cities of the lowland, and in the cities of the south, and in the land of the
tribe of Benjamin and in the environs of Jerusalem, in the cities of the house of Judah, the people shall yet
eagerly pursue the words of the Messiah, says the Lord.

The MT of Jer 33:13, which falls within a larger context (vv. 10-26) that focuses on the
future restoration of Judah, specifically emphasizes the restoration of the pastures and flocks.
The metaphor has been removed in its Aramaic counterpart, thus, instead of the shepherd (or the
counter) counting his flocks, the people will long for ()ֹנהי76 the words of the Messiah. Indeed,
pursuing the Messiah’s words (or his Law) by his people is the very new thing that Yahweh is
going to create upon the earth (TJer 31:22).77

The Days of Consolation
There are two similar expressions found in the TJer, namely, “ שֹני ֹנחמתאThe years of
consolation” (31:6) and “ יומי ֹנחמתאThe days of consolation” (31:26). The interpretive
difficulty arising from these expressions is due to the question whether these expressions can be
interpreted to mean “the years/days of resurrection,” since the term  ֹנחמהcarries both meanings
of “consolation” and “resurrection.”78 Harry Sysling observes that, based on his study on this

76
This verb appears only 12 times in the TJ, and mainly denotes “to long for” or “to yearn for,” particularly
divine worship (TJer 3:17; 30:21; THos 2:18; 3:3, 5) or divine word (TIsa 53:5; TJer 15:19; 31:22; 33:13).
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expression (with its variations) appeared in the ancient texts, only in three texts,  ֹנחמהhas direct
connection with “resurrections” (viz. Mek. R. Yish, Wayyassa 6; THos 6:2; TPJ-Gen 49:1),
while in the remaining texts (including those in the TJer), 79  ֹנחמהdenotes the general meaning of
“redemption,” “future salvation,” or “restoration.”80 In addition, he adds,  ֹנחמהhas a more
specific meaning according to the aggadic tradition about the “seven things hidden from man” as
recorded in Mek. R. Yish, Wayyassa 6.81 In this text, “the day of consolation,” placed between
“the day of death” and “the day of judgment, undoubtedly refers to the day when the dead are
restored to life (or resurrected) in order to receive the consolations (or rewards).
In the TJer, both expressions appear in the same chapter with the same context
concerning the future restoration of Israel and Judah (ch. 31). In 31:6, the future restoration is
promised to the Northern Kingdom of Israel where her people would return to Jerusalem and
worship together with the people of the Southern Kingdom. Hence, the Hebrew text is
paraphrastically expanded with strong eschatological overtones, underscoring the promise to be
given to the just when God restores them to their own land: The MT “For there will be a day
when watchmen will call out in the hill of Ephraim, ‘Arise and let us go up to Zion, to the Lord
our God’” becomes in the TJer “For there is length of days and much goodness which is about to
come for the righteous who have kept my Law from of old: their portion is in the land of Israel,

Texts examined include 2 Baruch 44:5 (“the consolation of Zion”); Luke 2:25 (“the consolation of
Israel”); TIsa 4:3; 33:20 (“the consolation of Jerusalem”); T2Sam 23:4; TJer 31:6 (“the years of the consolations”);
T2Sam 23:1; TJer 31:26 (“the days of the consolations”); Tisa 8:2 (“all [promised] consolation”).
80
For detailed discussion, See Sysling, Tehiyyat Ha-Metim, ch. 2, especially 44–48.
81
Seven things are hidden from man, and they are these: 1) The day of death; 2) The day of consolation
[bold mine]; 3) The depth of the Judgment; 4) No one know by what means he can make a profit; 5) No one knows
what is going on in his neighbor’s heart; 6) (No one knows) when David’s kingship will be restored; 7) (No one
knows) when this guilty kingdom will be destroyed. Sysling, Tehiyyat Ha-Metim, 47.
79
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because they were longing for the years of consolations which are coming, saying: ‘When shall
we arise and go up to Zion, and appear before the Lord our God?’”
The same promise of future restoration is also given to the Southern Kingdom in 31:26,
an obscure and unexpected verse in the MT that seems disconnected from its context.82 The
Targum, being aware of such ambiguity, inserts a transitional sentence, which is also imbued
with eschatological implications, in an attempt to reconnect v.26 with its context. Hence, “At this
I awoke and looked, and my sleep was pleasant to me” is paraphrased “The prophet said,
‘Because of this good news about the days of consolation which are about to come, I awoke, said
the prophet, and saw; I slept again, and my sleep was pleasant to me.’”
Though the context of chapter 31 in the MT clearly refers to the future restoration for
both the Northern and the Southern Kingdom, the Aramaic rendering is given with a more
eschatological accent on God’s promise that the future restoration (or redemption) of both the
Northern and the Southern Kingdom will definitely come to pass in the so-called “years/days of
consolation.”

The Second Death
The expression “ מותא תֹניֹנאsecond death” is another targumic addition with heavy
eschatological emphasis. Again, based on Sysling’s study on this expression in the Targum
Neofiti and the Fragmentary Targums of Deut 33:6,83 the “second death” can be defined as “the
death by which the wicked die,” which stands in sharp contrast with “the death by which the

See “Summary of Types of Changes,” 46.
“May Reuben live in this world, and not die in the second (death) in which the wicked die in the world to
come; and may his young men be a people of warriors in number” (TN-Deut 33:6). This translation is take from
Martin McNamara, Targum Neofiti 1: Deuteronomy: Translated, with Apparatus and Notes (ArBib 5A;
Collegeville, MN: The Liturgical Press, 1997.
82
83
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righteous die” (cf. TPJ-Num 23:10).”84 The nature of the “second death” is given further
elaboration in the TIsa 65:5-6,85 as Sysling observes. There the “second death” (v. 6) is
considered the retribution of the sins of the wicked, and identical with “Gehinnom, which burns
all day long” in the preceding verse (v. 5). In light of this, the “second death” clearly refers to the
eternal torment and punishment of the wicked.
In addition, in a number of MSS that offer a variant reading of TPs 49:11,86 the “second
death” is again equivalent to the judgment in Gehinnom.87 Still further, the notion of the “second
death” is clearly attested in the Revelation of John in his description on the millennium.88 When
the thousand years are ended, the “second death” is identical with the “lake of fire,” into which
Death, Hades and anyone whose name was not found written in the book of life will be thrown
(Rev 20:14-15). “In this context, the second death is the evil death that has no end and at the
same time the punishment of being relegated to oblivion.”89 Lastly, as Sysling asserts, the term
“second death” is scarcely found in the rabbinic literatures. The term “second death” is explicitly
mentioned in only two texts, viz. Midrash Tannaim and Pirqei de R. Eliezer, both on the exegesis
of Deut 32:39. In both texts, the “second death” refers to the exclusion from the resurrection of
the nation who denies the existence of God. Two seemingly related rabbinic terms מיתה משונה
“strange/unnatural death” (cf. b. Sota 35A) and “ שתי מיתותtwofold death” (Gen. Rab. 96:5) have
been proven to have no direct connection with the “second death.”90
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There are two occurrences of the expression “second death” in the TJer, both in the oracle
of judgment against Babylon in chapter 51. This first occurrence is found in 51:39, in which the
Babylonians are made to drink the cup of wrath of the Lord. The MT “When they become hot, I
will set up their feast, and make them drink so that they will swoon away and they will sleep an
everlasting sleep and not wake up, declares the Lord” is rendered in the TJer as “Bring distress
upon them, and they shall be like drunken men, so that they shall not be strong; and they shall
die the second death, and shall not live for the world to come, says the Lord.” It is obvious
that the Targum interprets “sleep an everlasting sleep” as the “second death,” and “not wake up”
as “not live for the world to come (or not resurrected).” Such interpretation somehow reflects the
mentality of the Meturgeman that Babylon, a symbol for Rome in the first century A.D.,91 will
suffer the same fate, mainly due to their wickedness, as that of the wicked in the world to come.
A similar idea is found in the second occurrence in 51:57, an almost verbatim repetition of v. 39,
except that the single subject (Babylon) has been replaced with a complex subject (the princes,
the wise men, the governors, the tyrants and the mighty men of Babylon).

Conclusion

In this section concerning the role of true prophets in the TJer, five prominent roles are
discussed. First, the primary role of a prophet is to be the messenger of God. The notion of God’s
sending of the true prophets has been clearly distinguished from that of God’s not sending of the
false prophets. On one occasion, the TJer explicitly equates the words of the prophet to the Word
of God (TJer 6:19). Second, the prophet is called the servant of God, where the expression “my
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servants the prophets” appears 6 times more than that in the MT. As the servant of God, the
prophet acts an instrument through which the Word of God is taught to God’s people (TJer
32:33). Third, the Hebrew term “prophet” has gradually been substituted with the Aramaic term
“scribe.” In the TJer, such substitution only happens when “prophet” appears in the Hebrew
expression “prophet(s) and priest/s,” thereby producing a new combination of “scribe(s) and
priest(s)” in the Aramaic rendering. In this combination, “scribe” is no longer associated with
traditional prophetic functions, but, together with priests, becomes the prominent religious
leaders at that time, who are the most influential groups in the society.
Fourth, the prophet becomes a teacher of the Law. When prophecy ceased, as what the
Rabbis have perceived, the scribes/sages gradually substitute the prophets as the authoritative
interpreters and teachers of the Word of God. Therefore, special emphasis has been given to
“teaching,” evident in the frequent use of the Aramaic term “teaching/instruction” in the TJer.
Fifth and lastly, the prophet functions as an eschatologist. Deeply influenced by the prevailing
Jewish eschatological ideology, the Targum was compelled to deviate from the biblical text to
conform to it. Though such influence is rather implicit in the TJer, at least four eschatological
features are noticeable in it: (1) The fate of the wicked, (2) The Messiah, (3) The days of
consolation, and (4) the second death.
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False Prophets and False Prophecy92

Terminology

One of the peculiarities of Targumim, as Churgin notes, is the differentiation between the holy
and the profane.93 This principle is unfailingly employed in rendering the Hebrew word
“prophet.” Unlike the MT, the meturgeman will only use the title “prophet” for the true prophet
who speaks the genuine words of God. For those prophets who speak lies or falsehood, though in
the name of the Lord, the meturgeman will name them “ ֹנבי שקראfalse prophet.” Indeed, it was
the Septuagint translators who first distinguished the false prophets from the true prophets by
using the Greek term ψευδοπροφήτης. The term occurs 10 times in the LXX where the Hebrew
text simply used the generic term “prophet” (Jer 6:13; 26:7, 8, 11, 16; 27:9; 28:1; 29:1, 8; Zech
13:2).94 Whereas in the TJer, the singular noun “prophet of falsehood” appears 6 times,95 all
specifically referring to Hananiah, while the plural noun “prophets of falsehood” is found 30
times.96 Using the terminology 36 times, the TJer seems to draw a clear line between the false
prophets and the true prophets.
In the MT of Jeremiah, besides Jeremiah who is undoubtedly a true prophet, only Hanan
ben Yigdaliah who is called “the man of God” (35:4), and all the anonymous servants whom
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God sent to his rebellious people (7:13, 25; 22:21; 32:33; 35:15, 17; 44:4) are given the title
“prophet.” To the meturgeman, these are the true prophets who prophesy in the Spirit of God and
according to the genuine words of God. On the contrary, besides many unnamed false prophets,
there are at least four named false prophets in the TJer (see discussion below), namely, Hananiah
(28:1–17), Ahab the son of Koliah and Zedekiah the son of Maasiah (29:21–23), and Shemaiah
(29:24–32).

Characteristics of False Prophets

Among the Targumim, the Targum of Jeremiah offers a vivid portrayal of the distinctive
characteristics of the false prophets. They are, first and foremost, not sent by God (14:14, 15;
23:21, 32; 27:15; 29:9, 31) nor commanded by God (14:14; 23:32). They prophesy not in the
Spirit of God but in that of falsehood (4:12). They prophesy not only in the name of the idols
(2:8; 23:13) but also (and most frequently) in the name of God (23:25; 27:15; 29:9). They are
thieves who steal the words of God (23:30). They do not proclaim divine words nor truth, but
lies and falsehood (23:21, 26; 5:31). They never stand before the council of God and receive the
Word of God, yet they claim that what they prophesy is from God (23:18, 22). They prophesy
according to the good pleasure of their hearts (23:31) and the evil of their hearts (23:16, 26).
They commit adultery and walk in deceit (23:14; 29:23). They run to do evil (23:21; cf. 32:32),
and even strengthen the hands of the evil-doers (23:14). They make the people of God forget
their God, forsake the worship of their God, and swear in the name of idols (23:27). They lead
the people of God astray (4:10; 23:13, 16), and their message does not turn the people from their
wickedness (23:14). They were totally worthless to the people of God (23:32). They even
persecute the true prophets of God (26:8).
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Despite these characteristics, it is still difficult to distinguish true from false prophets at
the time the prophecy is given, a predicament well illustrated in the case of the confrontation
between Jeremiah and Hananiah (TJer 28). In the Hebrew text, both prophets used the same title
“prophet,” and both began their message with the self-authoritative messenger formula “Thus
says the Lord” and the divine utterance formula “declares Yahweh.”97 Hananiah’s message of
hope, in its political context in which Jehoiachin, together with the royal family and many
leaders, had been deported to Babylon, seems to be more acceptable by the religious leaders and
the people in times of national crisis. Indeed, no one, including Jeremiah who surprisingly
became uncritical of Hananiah’s prophecy (28:5–6), could immediately distinguish whose
prophecy was genuine; only the fulfillment of the prophecy, often many months or years later,
could distinguish it (29:8). In the Targum, as hypocritical prophets have invariably been called
“false prophets” and their prophecy “prophecy of falsehood,” its immediate audiences, especially
those in the synagogues, would find no difficulty in distinguishing true from false message.

The Content of the False Prophecy

Close examination on the content of what the TJer defines as false prophecy reveals that the
message of “peace” stands at its center. This is clearly indicated in the words of the false
prophets, quoted by Jeremiah, to the people of God in the midst of war and famine, “You will
not see those who kill with the sword, nor shall you see famine, but I will give you true peace in

97

For this reason, many rabbis maintain more tolerant and sympathetic attitudes toward Hananiah. Rabbi
Akiba, representing the predominant view, holds that Hananiah had originally been a true prophet, but had
eventually degenerated into a false one. Rabbi Joshua, a first-generation Amora, claims that Hananiah had been a
true prophet who happened to suffer an “intermission” or temporary loss of prophetic revelation, as described in
Jeremiah 28. See Moshe Aberbach, “Prophets and Prophecy in Targum Jonathan to the Prophets,” in God’s Word
for Our World. Volume 2: Theological and Cultural Studies in Honor of Simon John de Vries, eds., J. H. Ellens et al.
(JSOTSup 389; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 2004): 82–97, at 93.

176
this place” (TJer 14:13). The false prophet deceived the people that they would not be devastated
by war nor famine; instead, they would have true peace. They seemed to totally disregard the
moral requirements and covenantal obligations of the people of God. The “true peace,” however,
turned out to be a lie that eventually led the people into a breach of the covenantal relationship
and into God’s inevitable punishment.
Elsewhere, the false prophets brazenly proclaimed that it was the Lord who promised the
peace to his people (TJer 23:17): “They say in their false prophecy to those who provoke anger
before me: The Lord has spoken: you shall have peace! And to everyone who walks in the
corrupt fancy of his heart, they say: Evil shall not come upon you.” Their reckless behavior of
prophesying falsehood in the name of the Lord has been repeatedly denounced by God (14:14,
15; 23:25; 27:5; 29:9, 21, 23). Still, they encouraged the people to walk in the corrupt fancy of
their heart by deceiving them that no disaster would befall them.
Underlying the message of peace is the Zion theology, prevailed throughout the ministry
of Jeremiah, which upholds the inviolability and invincibility of Zion. Since Zion is the mountain
of God and the Temple is his dwelling place, Zion is invincible and unconquerable by even the
mightiest nations in the Ancient Near East. The Zion theology is championed by the Isaianic
tradition that is given impetus by the delivery of Jerusalem from the Assyrians in 701 BCE.98
The popularity of the Zion theology is clearly reflected in the Temple Sermon, in which God has
to warn his people not to blindly trust in the inviolability of the Temple (7:4). This false
theology, as regarded by Jeremiah, continues to find its echo in the proclamation of the false
prophet Hananiah, who blatantly challenges Jeremiah’s pro-Babylonian political stance by
advising the Judean king not to serve the Babylonian king (27:9, 14). Hananiah even prophesies
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that the Lord has broken the yoke of the Babylonian king and will restore Jehoiachin as well as
all the vessels of God’s Temple to Jerusalem (28:2-4). Therefore, any prophecy of doom or
judgment, as proclaimed by Jeremiah, which is contrary to their theology, will be regarded as
erroneous and treasonous.99

The Fate of False Prophets

The irresponsible and reckless behavior of the false prophets would be intolerable to God, and
they eventually prophesy their own destruction. The merciful God shows no mercy and delay in
executing his righteous punishment on them. In his burning anger, God is sending his wrath
against them, which is best illustrated in TJer 23:30-32, which, in their context, function as a
conclusion to the oracle of God against the false prophets in vv. 9-29:
30. Therefore, behold, I am sending my anger against the prophets of falsehood, says the Lord, who steal my
words, each man from his companion.
31. Behold, I am sending my anger against the prophets of falsehood, says the Lord, who prophesy
according to the good pleasure of their heart, and say: ‘Thus he has said.’
32. Behold I am sending my wrath against those who prophesy dreams of falsehood, says the Lord, and who
tell my people and lead them astray with their falsehood and their thoughtlessness; but I had not sent them, nor
had I commanded them, nor shall they be of any profit at all to this people, says the Lord.

Two changes are noteworthy in this passage. First, the Targum turns the hostile attitude
of Yahweh into an imminent act of punishment by changing the Hebrew expression “Behold, I
am against you” to “Behold, I am sending my anger against the prophets of falsehood.” The
thrice repetitions underscore nothing but the imminence and irrevocability of God’s punishment.
Second, the prophets “who use their own tongues and declare” is further interpreted as the
prophets of falsehood “who prophesy according to the good pleasure of their heart.” Indeed, the
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prophets of falsehood misled the people by declaring their own words, according to their own
heart desire.

Conclusion

It is clear from the above discussion that the Targums does deviate from the Hebrew Bible with
regard to the theme of prophets and prophecy. First, in terms of terminology, the TJer introduces
a buffer word “prophecy” after the term  פתֹגםwhen used in the contexts of the prophetic speech
formula. Also, the TJer employs two unique terms,  מילהand מלל, which have no parallels in the
MT. In addition, two Hebrew verbs,  דברand קרא, when used in the context of delivering the
Word of God, are rendered “to prophesy” in the TJer. Second, all prophetic speech formulas
associated with the Word of God in the MT are rendered literally in the TJer, faithfully reflecting
the original syntactic structure of the Hebrew text. Third, the notion of Jeremiah as a (true)
prophet is intensified in the TJer with the four targumic additions of the expression “Jeremiah the
prophet.” Fourth, while putting more emphasis on Jeremiah as the spokesman and the servant of
Yahweh, the TJer has interestingly betrayed a development of prophet into scribe, teacher and
eschatologist in the targumic era. Last but not least, the TJer takes all pain to isolate false
prophets and false prophecy from true prophets and true prophecy.

CHAPTER SIX

MISCELLANEOUS TOPICS

Introduction

As evident in the precious chapters, the Targum not only translates the Hebrew Bible, but also
makes changes, wherever deemed necessary, so as to correct the text, or to actualize the text, or
to fill in missing details, or to comply with rabbinic ideology. In this chapter, we will focus our
discussion on four other topics and examine how these topics are treated in the Aramaic
rendering. These topics include (1) Respectful attitude toward Israel, (2) Exile, (3) Torah, and (4)
Idolatry.

Respectful Attitudes toward Israel

The Targumim strive to protect the dignity of the Israelite Fathers, often deviating from literal
rendering of the texts to whitewash their character defects. Thus, one of the translation techniques

employed by the meturgemanim is their propensity to show respect for or protect the honor of
Israelite ancestors, or to show favoritism to Israel. Klein calls this technique “euphemistic
translation,” which is “no less common in the Palestinian Targumim, including the texts from the
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Cairo Genizah.”1 This technique also appears in Smelik’s list of translation techniques, which he
names “Exculpation,” by which “the targumists took care to protect the honour of biblical
heroes, in particular the patriarchs, whenever the original text records something not deemed to
be exemplary in their pious behavior.”2
In his unpublished dissertation, Israel Drazin devotes a chapter, titled “Concern for
Israel’s Honor in Onkelos and the Other Targums,” to discussing this translation phenomenon.3
He explains that rabbinic literature reflects a strong conviction that the patriarchs were
considered the best examples of lives well-lived, thus, their virtues were to be extoled and meant
to be imitated. Influenced by such conviction, the Targumim inevitably tend to underscore the
importance of Israelite Fathers “by deviating frequently from the MT to remove disparaging
words and phrases, and point out that Israel’s ancestors performed elevated or, at least, proper
behavior, and they were worthy to be loved by God and emulated by their descendants.”4
However, such alteration, he adds, is not applied consistently to every negative reference to
Israelite Fathers, and sometimes words are instead added to describe their misdeeds, serving as
warnings to the reader.5 He asserts that there are as many as 104 instances in the book of Genesis
in which TO deviates from the Hebrew text to protect the honor of Israelite Fathers.6
In addition to the above, there appears in rabbinic text three lists of biblical passages,

1

Michael Klein, Genizah Manuscripts of Palestinian Targum to the Pentateuch (Cincinnati: Hebrew Union
College Press, 1986), xxxii.
2
Smelik, Targum Judges, 99.
3
Israel Drazin, “Part II: Targumic Studies” (PhD diss., St. Mary’s Seminary and University, 1980), 35-76.
4
Drazin, Targumic Studies, 35.
5
Drazin, Targumic Studies, 35-36.
6
For detailed discussion on these instances, see Drazin, Targumic Studies, 36-46.
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which are known as “forbidden Targumim.”7 Some passages from the lists are read in Hebrew in
the synagogues but not rendered into Aramaic, while some are neither read and translated. One
of the factors that accounts for the selection of the lists is, as Alexander argues, that some of texts
have shown disrespect to the Fathers.8 The rabbis had great concern over the bad light, which
those texts might throw on the character of the Fathers, resulting in “whitewashing” in the
translation. Alexander opines that “there was [possibly] a polemical locus for this desire to
preserve the honour of the Fathers.”9
In the Targum to Jeremiah, there are at least 7 occasions in which the TJer deviates from
literal translation of the biblical text to protect the honor of Israel or the Judean king. The
following provides a brief discussion on each of these instances.

1:10
MT
TJer

See, I appoint you this day over the nations and over the kingdoms, to pluck up and pull
down, and to destroy and to tear down, to build and to plant.
See that I have appointed you today over the nations and over the kingdoms—to uproot
and to tear down, and to destroy and to break up; and over the house of Israel—to build
and to establish.

The literal translation of this verse contains an addition that deviates from the original
meaning of the MT. The meturgeman divides the divine actions into two parts, assigning the
unfavorable part to the nations but the favorable part to Israel. Hence, the audience would
perceive that while the nations are to be punished and destroyed, Israel, the people of God, will

7

The forbidden Targumim includes Gen 1:1-3; Gen 19:30/31-38; Gen 35:22; Gen 38:13-24; Exod 32:1-20;
Exod 32:21/22-25/35; Num 6:24-26; Deut 27:15ff; Prohibitions and Penalties in Torah; Judg 19; S Sam 11:2-17; 2
Sam 13:1-9; 2 Sam 16:21-22; Ezek 1:4-28; Ezek 16:1ff. The lists of forbidden Targumim are found in m. Meg. IV
10, t. Meg. IV (111) 31, and b. Meg. 25a/b. P. S. Alexander, “The Rabbinic Lists of Forbidden Targumim,” JJS 27
(1976): 177-91, especially 178-79, 190-91.
8
Alexander, “Forbidden Targumim,” 184-85.
9
Alexander, “Forbidden Targumim,” JJS 27 (1976): 185. [Author’s italics]
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be blessed and built. Such deviation reflects a general tendency of the Targum’s passion and
favoritism toward Israel but disregard and derogation toward the gentiles.10
2:20b
MT For on every high hill and under every leafy tree, you lay down like a prostitute.
TJer But on every exalted height and under every leafy tree you worship the idols.
The vulgar expression “you lay down like a prostitute,” though it is metaphorical, could
have misled the audience to perceive that Israel was really involved in such licentious behavior.
Though the meturgeman does not attempt to exculpate Israel from her idolatrous sin, he still
replaces the metaphor with its literal meaning “you worship the idols” to protect the honor of
Israel.

2:24
MT
TJer

A wild ass accustomed to the wilderness, in the desire of her souls she sniffs the wind; all
who seek her [Israel] will not become weary, in her time they will find her.
Like a wild ass who dwells in the wilderness, walking in the pleasure of her soul,
drinking the wind like a wild ass, thus the assembly of Israel has rebelled and strayed
from the Law, and does not wish to return. Say to her, O prophet, ‘All those who seek
my Law shall not be forgotten: in its time they shall find it.’
In the MT, Israel is likened to a wild female donkey in heat,11 which could be easily

sought without any effort. Such disgraceful description of Israel’s behavior, though rendered
metaphorically, seems intolerable by the meturgeman, who, besides turning the metaphor into a
simile, makes three other significant changes in this verse. First, he provides an explanation for
the simile, that is, Israel’s rebellion and straying away from the Law is compared to a wild
donkey’s behavior in heat. Second, in tandem with the first change, the meturgeman renders a

Churgin notes, “The scrupulous passion for Israel is accompanied by a kind of active disregard for the
gentile.” See Churgin, Targum Jonathon, 120-21; Hayward, Targum Jeremiah, 46, n. 16.
11
See “Summary of Types of Changes,” 48.
10
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paraphrastic translation for the second part of this verse, replacing the derogative remark against
the unfaithful Israel (“all who seek her will not become weary”) with a promise from God (“All
those who seek my Law shall not be forgotten”). Third, while Israel is the only addressee in the
MT, the prophet becomes the addressee for the second part of this verse, in which the prophet is
urged by God to proclaim (as well as to remind) his promise to Israel: God will remember all
those who seek his Law. Apparently, all the changes made in this verse intend to protect the
honor of Israel as well as to show favoritism to them, despite their improper behavior.

2:27
MT

TJer

Those who say to a tree, “You are my father,” and to the stone, “You gave birth to me.”
For they have turned [their] back to me and not [their] faces. But in the time of their
trouble they say, “Arise and save us.”
saying to an image of wood; ‘You are our father’; and saying to something which is made
of stone: You created us.’ For they have turned their back on my worship, and have not
set the fear of me before their faces. But when misfortune comes upon them, they
renounce their idols, confessing before me and saying: ‘Have mercy on us and redeem
us’.

In the MT, Israel is depicted as a perfidious son who rejects God who created them, and
turns to other gods, only to realize that those gods are powerless to save them in time of their
trouble. Ironically, they feel no shame to turn back to God for deliverance: “Arise and save us.”
Again, such description of Israel’s infidelity, which might tarnish its reputation, has been
seamlessly revised in the Aramaic rendering with the insertion of the phrase “when [misfortune]
comes upon them, they renounce their idols, confessing before me.”12 Interestingly, the
addition totally reverses the original sense of the Hebrew text. In the time of their trouble, Israel

12

The seamless insertion can only be observed in the original text:

יעֹנּו׃
ֵ הֹוש
ִ ְׁ ו----- קּומה
ָּ אמרּו
ְׁ  י------------------------------------------- ּוב ֵעת ָּ ֽר ָּע ָּתם
ְׁ
מֹודן ֳק ָּד ַּמי וְׁ ָּא ְׁמ ִרין ַּר ֵחים ֲע ַּלֹנָּ א ּופרֹוקֹנָּ א׃
ַּ טעּותהֹון
ְׁ
שתא ָּא ְׁתיָּ א ֲע ֵליהֹון ָּכ ְׁפ ִרין ִב
ָּ ּובע ָּידן ְׁד ִב
ִ
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did two things before seeking deliverance from God, renouncing their idols and confessing
before God. Despite Israel’s treachery, the Targum attempts to show Israel’s true repentance in
spurning their idols and confessing their sins before God.

3:19
MT
TJer

And I said, “How I would set you (יתְך
ֵ )א ִש
ֲ among the children, and I would give you a
pleasant land, the most glorious inheritance of all nations.
And I said; How shall I make you prosper (צל ִחיֹנַּ ך
ְׁ )א
ַּ among the children, and give the
pleasant land to you, a joyful inheritance, the glory of the nations?
In the MT, the phrase “How I would set you among the children” can be interpreted as

“How I would raise you above the other sons.”13 Such favoritism toward Israel is amplified in
the Targum, which renders the phrase as “How shall I make you prosper among the children.”
Yahweh not just raise Israel above the other sons, but make them more prosperous than them.

4:2
MT
TJer

and you swear, “As Yahweh lives,” in truth, in justice, and in righteousness, then nations
will be blessed by him, and by him they will boast.14
And if you swear in my Name, The Lord is He who Exists, in truth, in justice, and in
righteousness, then shall the nations be blessed through Israel, and shall glorify
themselves through him.”
In the MT, to whom does the pronoun “him” refer has given rise to two different camps

of view. One camp holds that “him” refers to “Abraham,”15 through whom the God’s blessing is
bestowed. The other camp argues that “him” refers to “Yahweh,” 16 who actively blesses the
nations through his promise to Abraham. The latter view is further affirmed by the following

See Thompson, Jeremiah, 206. The phrase can also be understood as “How I would treat you like a son.”
Holladay, Jeremiah 1, 122.
14
The LXX has “nations will bless him and praise God in Jerusalem.”
15
Lundbom, Jeremiah 1-20, 326; Varughese, Jeremiah 1-25, 77.
16
For example, Barclay M. Newman Jr. and Philip C. Stine, A Handbook on Jeremiah (UBS Handbook
Series; New York: United Bible Societies, 2003), 118; Thompson, Jeremiah, 213; Holladay, Jeremiah 1, 129;
Leslie, Jeremiah, 59-60.
13
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parallel clause in which “him” clearly refers to Yahweh by whom the nations should boast. If the
latter view is right, it seems to imply that should Israel fail to fulfill their covenantal obligation,
they will become unfit for being the meditator of divine blessing to the nations.
Interestingly enough, the Targum interprets the pronoun “him” neither as “Abraham” nor
“Yahweh,” but as “Israel.” Such interpretation implies that despite their unfaithfulness, Israel,
the descendant of Abraham, would still be the one and only mediator of divine blessing to the
nations. However, due to lack of other evidences, it is hard to ascertain whether this is a
deliberate amendment made by the meturgeman to exalt Israel among the nation or just an
intertextual influence by Isaiah’s vision of Israel/Jacob as a mediator of blessings to the nations.

15:4
MT
TJer

And I will make them a terror to all of the kingdoms of the earth because of Manasseh,17
the son of Hezekiah, the king of Judah, for what he did in Jerusalem.
And I will make them a terror to all the kingdoms of the earth, because they have not
repented like Manasseh the son of Hezekiah, the king of the tribe of the house of Judah,
concerning what he did more and more in Jerusalem.

The present verse is the only instance in which the honor of a Judean King, despite his
wickedness, is “verbally” protected. In the MT, Yahweh has irrevocably intended to make Judah
an object of horror to all the kingdoms of the earth, which is the punishment for what Manasseh,
the most wicked Judean king, had done in Jerusalem. The reason for this divine punishment,
however, is totally altered in the Targum, which states that Judah is punished because they have
not repented like Manasseh, a repentance that brought about restoration to him after being exiled
to Babylon (2 Chron 33:11-13). In other words, Judah is punished due to his own wickedness

17

The PJer has “because of the transgressions of Manasseh.”
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and not Manasseh’s. Again, such adjustment seems to remove any disrespectful remark on the
Judean king.

In sum, the above discussion demonstrates one unique translation trait of the Targum
which distinguishes it from all other ancient versions of the Hebrew Bible. The Targum would
take the liberty to deviate from literal translation when the Hebrew text seems to present a
negative and disgraceful description of the Israelite ancestors in order to protect their honor, or to
exalt them, or to show favoritism toward them. The deviation is to ensure a positive and pious
example of lives worthy to be extoled and imitated by those who believe in God.

Exile

In a well-structured and cogently argued essay concerning the self-understanding of Diaspora
Jews in the Greco-Roman Period, James M. Scott concludes that “at least some Diaspora Jews of
the Greco-Roman period understood themselves as living in an ongoing ‘exile’.”18 He comes to
this conclusion by examining some post-70 CE literary, non-literary, and historical evidence.
Among these evidences, the LXX is the most crucial literary evidence for the self-understanding
of the Egyptian Diaspora which produced it.19 The LXX, for instance, contemporized the
Hebrew text by using ἀποικία “colony” to translate ּגֹולה
ָ and other terms for “exile.”20 This

James M. Scott, “Exile and the Self-Understanding of Diaspora Jews in the Greco-Roman Period” in
James M. Scott, Exile: Old Testament, Jewish, and Christian Conceptions, ed. James M. Scott (Leiden: Brill, 1997):
173-218, on 218.
19
Scott, “Self-Understanding,” 185-93.
20
( גולהJer 49:3[=LXX 30:19]; 48:7[31:7]; 28:6[35:6]; 29:1, 4, 31[36:1,4,31]); ( גלהJer 13:19; 29:1[36:1]);
18

( ֹגלותJer 28:4[35:4]; 29:22[36:22]; 40:1[47:1]); ( שבותJer 30:3[37:3]; 32:44[39:44]; 33:7, 11[40:7, 11]; no Hebrew
equivalent (Jer 30:18[37:18]). Scott, “Self-Understanding,” 189, n. 46.
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contemporizing of the Hebrew term  ֹגלהand other related terms for “exile” also becomes one of
the most prominent translation traits in the Targumim, especially in the TJer. The following will
first provide a lexical analysis on all the Hebrew terms that are invariably translated with  ֹגליor
its various derivatives in the TJer. Then, a brief discussion will be given to the explanatory
phrases added in the Aramaic rendering in order to justify God’s cruel action in exiling his
people.

Lexical Analysis

The notion of exile as another dominating theological concept in the TJer can be attested by the
high occurrences of the terms relating to exile, as enumerated in the tables below. In the MT of
the book of Jeremiah, the verb ֹגלה, which means “to exile” or “to reveal,” occur 26 times, of
which 19 occurrences are used to depict the deportation of Judah (see Table 1).21 In addition, two
Hebrew nouns concerning the exile of Judah, ּגֹולה
ָ and ּגָ לּות, appear 10 and 5 times respectively
(Table 2).
Table 1: Occurrences of the Hebrew verb  ֹגלהin the MT of Jeremiah (26x)
Meaning

Occurrence

Verse

“to exile”

19x

1:3; 13:19(2x); 20:4; 22:12; 24:1; 27:20; 29:1, 4, 7, 14;
39:9; 40:1, 7; 43:3; 52:15, 27, 28, 30

“to reveal”

5x

11:20; 13:22; 20:12; 33:6; 49:10

“opened”

2x

32:11, 14

The book of Jeremiah has the highest occurrences of  ֹגלהused to denote “to exile,” as compared to 15
times in 2 Kings, 6 times in 1 Chronicles, 2 times in Isaiah, and 4 times in Ezekiel.
21
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Table 2: Occurrences of the Hebrew noun “exile” in the MT of Jeremiah (15x)
Hebrew noun

Occurrence

Verse

ּגֹולה
ָ

10x

28:6; 29:1, 4, 16, 20, 31; 46:19; 48:7, 11; 49:3

ּגָ לּות

5x

24:5; 28:4; 29:22; 40:1; 52:31

The notion of exile becomes even more prominent in the TJer. The Aramaic cognate ֹגלי
of the Hebrew  ֹגלהappears as many as 117 times, of which 78 occurrences are used to denote “to
exile,” 59 times higher than that in the MT (Table 3), in which 46 times are translated from
various other Hebrew verbs, once from another Hebrew noun, and 12 times are targumic
additions. These higher occurrences reveal that the influence of the notion of exile is so
pervasive during the targumic era that the meturgemanim would inevitably and instinctively
interpret and translate the MT from that perspective.
Table 3 shows that at least 15 various Hebrew verbs are collectively rendered as  ֹגליin the
TJer, a translation phenomenon called “lexical leveling,” in which “one [single] word [in a target
text] is used to translate a variety of terms [in a source text] that are in the same semantic
range.”22 This phenomenon could result from contextual translation, that is, the translation is
being carried out in the context of exile, which is right before meturgeman’s mind. A brief
discussion on several of those Hebrew verbs will be sufficient to explain this phenomenon.
“ נדחto scatter/drive away” – In the MT, this verb is usually used to describe God’s
banishment of Israel. It appears 18 times in Jeremiah, of which 15 times are rendered with the
Aramaic terms in relation to the exile: 9 times as ֹגלי, 5 times as טלטל, and once as ( מטלטלTable

22

Szpek, Translation Technique, 39, 193-198.
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3, 5 and 6). In most cases, God is the very subject of this verb, who disperses his people among
the nations as punishment for their sins. In Jer 23:3, for example, “where I have driven ()נדח
them” becomes “where I have exiled ( )ֹגליthem.”
“ הלְךto go/walk” – On few occasions, the action of going away is explicitly interpreted
as being exiled in the Targum. This is evident in Jer 5:23 “they [the rebellious people] have
turned aside and have gone away ( ”)הלְךis rendered “they have gone astray from after my
worship they have gone into exile ()ֹגלי.” Elsewhere in Jer 22:20, the people are urged not to
weep for the dead king (i.e. Josiah) but the one “who gone away (( ”)הלְךi.e. Jehoahaz/Shallum)
is correctly interpreted by the Targum as the one “who goes into exile ()ֹגלי.” Historically,
Jehoahaz was deposed by Pharaoh Necho and later taken into exile to Egypt where he died there.
“ ׁשלְךto cast out” – When God rejects a person, he will cast him out from his presence.
Thus, when Jerusalem and Judah provoked God’s wrath, “he cast ( )ׁשלְךthem out from his
presence” (Jer 52:3) becomes “he had exiled ( )ֹגליthem from the land of the house of his
Shekhina” in the TJer. Similarly, in the concluding verse of the famous Temple Sermon (7:15),
God’s warning to Judah “And I will cast ( )ׁשלְךyou out of my sight, just as I have cast out ()ׁשלְך
all your brothers, all the offspring of Ephraim” is changed to “And I will exile ( )ֹגליyou from the
land of the house of my Shekhina, as I exiled ( )ֹגליall your brothers, the whole seed of Israel.”
Apparently, here the exile refers to what historically happened to the Northern Kingdom.
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“ יצאto go out” – On five occasions, the Hebrew verb  יצאis interpreted in the light of the
exile. This is particularly apparent in Jer 22:11 concerning King Jehoahaz: “who went forth
( )יצאfrom this place” is interpreted as “who went into exile ( )ֹגליfrom this place.” The same
description is also true for King Jeconiah in Jer 29:2: “This was after King Jeconiah and … had
gone out ( )יצאfrom Jerusalem” is rendered “After Jeconiah the king … had gone into exile ()ֹגלי
from Jerusalem.”
“ ׁשלחto send” – In four occurrences, the Hebrew verb  ׁשלחis contextually rendered ֹגלי
in the Targum, with God as the subject of the action. In Jer 29:20, “all you exiles whom I sent
away ( )ׁשלחfrom Jerusalem to Babylon” becomes “all you exiles whom I sent into exile ()ֹגלי
from Jerusalem to Babylon.” Likewise, in Jer 24:5, “so I will regard as good the exiles of Judah
whom I sent away ( )ׁשלחfrom this place to the land of the Chaldeans” is rendered “so will I
recognise for good the captives of Judah whom I exiled ( )ֹגליfrom this place to the land of the
Chaldeans.”
Also, there are at least 12 targumic additions of the verb  ֹגליin the TJer. In most cases, the
additions appear in the interpretive expansions of the verse, which have no parallel in the source
text. The following example will suffice to illustrate such a phenomenon:
2:10
MT
TJer

For cross to the coasts of Kittim and see, and send to Kedar and look very closely, and
see if there has been a thing like this:
For cross over to the coastlands of the Kittim, and see; and send to the province of the
Arabs and observe carefully; and see the nations who go into exile from district to
district and from province to province transporting their idols and carrying them
with them. And in the place where they settle, they spread their tents, and set up
their idols and worship them. Where now is a nation and language which has acted
like you, O house of Israel?
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Table 3: Occurrences of the Aramaic verb  ֹגליin the TJer (117x)
Meaning in the Aramaic

Verse

Occurrence

“to exile”
–translated from the Hebrew verb ֹגלה

19x

“to exile”
–translated from other Hebrew verbs

46x

1:3; 13:19(2x); 20:4; 22:12; 24:1; 27:20; 29:1,
4, 7, 14; 39:9; 40:1, 7; 43:3; 52:15, 27, 28, 30

– “ נדחto scatter/drive away”

9

– “ הלְךto go/walk”

9

8:3; 16:15; 23:3, 8; 24:9; 29:14, 18; 32:37;
46:28
5:23; 9:9; 22:10; 31:21; 50:3, 4(2x), 6; 51:50

– “ ׁשלְךto cast out”

5

7:15(2x), 29; 22:28; 52:3

– “ יצאto go out”

5

10:20; 15:1, 2; 22:11; 29:2

– “ ׁשלחto send”

4

3:8; 24:5; 28:16; 29:20

– “ נועto wander”

3

14:10; 49:30; 50:8

– “ עוזto take refuge”

2

4:6; 6:1

– “ בואto come”

2

28:4; 31:9

– “ עלהto go up”

1

4:7

– “ ברחto flee”

1

4:29

– “ נתקto pull off”

1

22:24

– “ סורto remove”

1

32:31

– “ נצהto lie in ruins” (root uncertain)

1

48:9

– “ עזבto leave”

1

25:38

– “ ַאיִ ןnon-existence”

1

31:15

– “ פנהto turn”
“exile” (ptcp)
– translated from other Hebrew noun

1

49:8
1x

26:23

12x

2:10, 18; 4:15; 8:16; 11:15; 13:18; 15:9; 17:4;
22:29; 26:23; 31:9; 48:11; 48:45

(mostly to remove anthropomorphic expression
related to God)

36x

3:8; 5:3; 7:11; 8:4, 5; 11:20; 12:3, 4; 13:22, 26,
27; 15:15(2x); 16:17; 17:16(2x); 18:19, 23;
20:12; 23:11, 18; 23:22, 24; 29:11, 23; 30:21;
31:3, 18, 19; 32:19, 24; 33:6; 44:21; 48:30;
50:25, 51:10

“exposed/uncovered”

3x

13:4; 31:7; 49:10

“to exile”
–additions in the TJer (no parallel in the MT)

“to reveal”

In addition to the verb ֹגלי, the Aramaic noun  ֹגלוalso has higher occurrences than that in
the MT. As shown in Table 4, of the 35 occurrences, 15 occurrences translate two Hebrew
cognates, 15 occurrences translate various other Hebrew nouns, 4 occurrences are new additions
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to the TJer, and one occurrence is rendered from the Hebrew verb ֹגלה. Again, lexical levelling is
applied here by the meturgeman who renders several Hebrew terms with similar semantic range
with the same Aramaic term. Attention should be paid to the Hebrew noun שבּות,
ְׁ which can
mean “captivity” or “fortune,” thus resulting in different renderings in the English translation. 23
This ambiguity is resolved in the Aramaic rendering by using the same term. Again, the high
number of occurrences of the noun  ֹגלוfurther affirms the prominence of the notion of exile in
explicating the Hebrew text.

Table 4: Occurrences of the Aramaic noun  ֹגלוin the TJer (35x)
Translated fr Hebrew noun

Verse

Occurrence

– ּגֹולה
ָ “exile”

10x

28:6; 29:1, 4, 16, 20, 31; 46:19; 48:7, 11; 49:3

– “ ּגָ לּותexile”

5x

24:5; 28:4; 29:22; 40:1; 52:31

– “ ְׁשבּותcaptivity/fortune”

12x

29:14; 30:3, 18; 31:23; 32:44; 33:7(2x), 11, 26; 48:47; 49:6, 39

– “ ְׁש ִביcaptivity”

2x

30:10; 46:27

– “ ִש ְׁביָּ הcaptivity”

1x

48:46

Additions in the TJer

4x

1:6; 10:11; 31:9; 50:4

Translated fr Hebrew verb ֹגלה

1x

13:19

Besides  ֹגליand ֹגלו, three other Aramaic terms relating to exile, derived from the root
טלטל, are also used in the TJer, which, strictly speaking, have no corresponding cognate in the

While most of the English versions render the phrase (or similar phrases) ית ֶכם
ְׁ ת־ש ִב
ְׁ  וְׁ ַּש ְׁב ִתי ֶאas “and I will
restore your fortunes” (NASB, NRSV, ESV, NLT, LEB), NIV renders “I will bring you back from captivity”
(29:14; 30:3; 31:23; 33:7).
23
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MT (Table 5 and 6). 24 The verb טלטל, which means “to exile/remove/wander”, appears 26 times
in the TJer of which only 5 occurrences (4:25; 24:6; 42:10; 45:4; 50:6) are not used in the sense
of exile. Both the noun  טלטולand the adjective  מטלטלappear once in the TJer. A detailed
analysis of the Hebrew verbs used to render  טלטלin Table 5 betrays that a great majority of them
are not directly related to exile in their original contexts.25 This again testifies to how profoundly
the notion of exile has influenced the Aramaic translation. Another interesting observation is
worth mentioning here. Except for the verb ֹנדח, the rest of the Hebrew verbs used to render טלטל
are entirely different from that to render ( ֹגליcf. Table 3 and 5). This clearly shows that the
meturgemanim are very careful and precise in the selection of the verbs for the translation, a
selection which is by no means arbitrary and inconsistent.

Table 5: Occurrences of the Aramaic verb  טלטלin the TJer (21x)
Translated fr Hebrew noun

Verse

Occurrences

– “ ֹנדחto scatter/drive away”

6x

23:2; 27:10, 15; 30:17; 50:17; 51:34(Q)

– “ נתׁשto uproot”

4x

12:14(2x), 15, 17;

– “ נודto waver/wander”

3x

4:1; 14:10; 50:3

– “ טולto hurl”

3x

16:13; 22:26, 28

– “ נדדto flee”

2x

9:9

– “ רודto roam about freely”

1x

2:31

3x

14:9; 31:18; 48:27

Additions in the TJer

24

 טלטלis more common in Mishnaic Hebrew but not in Biblical Hebrew. The form of this verb suggests

that it could be the Pilpel stem for the verb טול, which appears only once in the MT (Isa 22:17) as ט ְׁל ֵט ָּלה.
ַּ See
HALOT, 373, s.v. טול.
25
2:31; 4:1; 9:9; 12:14(2x), 15, 17; 14:9, 10; 23:2; 30:17; 31:18; 48:27; 50:3.
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Table 6: Occurrences of the other terms derived from the root  טלטלin the TJer
Translated fr Hebrew root

Occurrences

Verses

טלטול

Noun

“ נתׁשto uproot”

1x

12:17

מטלטל

adjective

“ ֹנדחto scatter/drive away”

1x

49:36

Explanatory Phrases to Justify the Exile
Smolar and Aberbach have rightly observed that “Whenever the Biblical text speaks of
unspecified or unexplained anger against Israel of the Land of Israel, TJ usually adds an
explanatory phrase to justify the harsh treatment meted out by God to his chosen people.”26 Such
additions, unquestionably, aim to remove any possible wrong perception of the holy character of
God. Since the theme of punishment is another recurring theological concept in the TJer, the
meturgemanim have painstakingly revised the original text, wherever is necessary, to uphold the
righteousness of God. All the explanatory phrases, as discussed below, are found only in the
expansive or interpretive materials, which are seamlessly and skillfully merged with the original
text.
In the TJer, there are as many as seven reasons, summarised from the explanatory
phrases, added by the meturgeman to justify the exile of Israel by God: (1) because they were
worse than their surrounding nations, which continued to faithfully worship their God despite
being exiled (2:10); (2) because they have gone astray from the worship of Yahweh (3:8); (3)
because they worshipped the calves, which were in Dan (4:15; 8:16); (4) because they have
transgressed the Memra of Yahweh (7:29); (5) because of their wickedness (11:15); (6) because

26

Smolar and Aberbach, Studies TJ, 205.
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they have been made to receive the reward of their wicked deeds (13:19); and (7) because they
partook of the worship of idols (14:10). All these reasons unanimously and invariably are
inserted to justify the divine punishment, which, in the meturgeman’s words, is a “just
punishment” from Yahweh (17:4). Elsewhere in TIsa, exile is understood by the meturgeman as
an instrument used by God to forgive “the sins of the house of Jacob” (TIsa 27:9). Therefore,
despite such severe punishment, Yahweh has twice assured Judah of the promise of returning
from the exile. Thus, “With weeping they will come, and with supplication I will bring them
back” is rendered “When they were exiled, when they were weeping, they were taken into exile:
but on their return from among their exiles I will bring them near with great mercies”
(31:9; cf. 50:4).

Conclusion

Obviously, the exceptionally high occurrences of the terms  ֹגליand  ֹגלוas well as  טלטלin the TJer
betray that exile is a central theological theme of the TJer, which forms an interpretative
framework within which the Hebrew text is understood. Not only the notion of exile is always at
the front of the meturgeman’s mind,27 but the meturgeman also saw themselves, like their
contemporaries, the Rabbis, as being in a state of exile which had begun at the hand of
Nebuchadnezzar and was still in effect.28

27

Dray, Targum of Kings, 20.
Milikowsky notes, “there is strong tendency in rabbinic literature to see the entire Second Temple period
as part of the larger period of exile and subjugation, which began with the Babylonian conquest of Jerusalem and
which, for the Rabbis, still endured.” Chaim Milikowsky, “Notions of Exile, Subjugation and Return in Rabbinic
Literature” in Exile: Old Testament, Jewish, and Christian Conceptions, ed. James M. Scott (Leiden: Brill, 1997):
265-95, especially 278, 295.
28
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Torah29

Additional reference to the Torah in the Targum Jonathan in general and in the Targum to
Jeremiah in particular is another unique translation trait of the Targum. In some cases, the
additional references to the Torah are implied in the MT, but in most cases, they are new
interpretive materials superimposed by the meturgeman in the Targum. “The meturgeman is so
convinced that law is the means offered God’s people for relating themselves to him that he
frequently introduces the term when there is no analogue to it in the Hebrew text.”30
The Hebrew term תֹורה
ָּ appears 11 times in the Hebrew text of Jeremiah,31 but its
Aramaic cognate  אוראהoccurs 29 times,32 18 times more than its Hebrew equivalent. Also, the
Aramaic term “ אולפןlearning,” some of which are related to Torah, occurs 16 times in the TJer.
Some of these targumic additions are the result of targumic interpretation of the Hebrew text,
while some are superimposed in the Aramaic rendering without any exegetical relationship to the
Hebrew text.33 The following discussion will focus on the targumic additions in the TJer.
We will first discuss the additional references to the Torah which are implied or expected
in the context. One good example is found in 8:13, where the ambiguous Hebrew phrase וָּ ֶא ֵתן
“ ָּל ֶהם יַּ ַּע ְׁברּוםand I gave to them [Israel], they passed over them” is expanded as יה ִבית ְׁלהֹון
ַּ ַּעל ִד

For the discussion on the theological concepts of “Torah and good deeds” in the Targum Jonathan, see
Smolar and Aberbach, Studies TJ, 159-64. For the teaching on Torah in the Palestinian Targums, see McNamara,
Targum and New Testament, 241-50.
30
Chilton, The Glory, 13.
31
2:8; 6:19; 8:8; 9:12; 16:11; 18:18; 26:4; 31:33; 32:23; 44:10, 23.
32
2:19, 24(2x); 5:5, 28; 6:29; 7:31; 8:5, 13; 11:16; 12:2;19:5; 31:6, 19, 20, 21, 22; 32:35 (excluding the 11
occurrences as mentioned in the preceding note).
33
Moshe J. Bernstein, “Torah and its Study in the Targum of Psalms” Ḥazon Naḥum: Studiesin Jewish
Law, Thought, and History Presented to Dr. Norman Lamm on the Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday (New York,
NY: Michael Sharf Publication Trust of the Yeshiva University Press, 1997): 39-67, especially 43.
29
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יתי ִמ ִסיֹנַּ י וַּ ֲע ַּברּו ֲע ַּלה
ִ אֹור
ָּ “because I gave them [Israel] my Torah from Sinai, and they have
transgressed it” in the TJer. What exactly has Israel passed over is not specified in the text as the
object of the verb “to give” is missing. In order to remove the ambiguity of the Hebrew text, the
meturgeman must have understood the meaning of  עברas “to transgress” instead of “to pass
over,” thus providing “my Torah” as the object of the verb “to transgress” as well as the verb “to
give.” The prepositional phrase “from Sinai” further specifies that Israel’s transgression of the
Torah is indeed the violation of the covenant given to them at Sinai.
On three occasions (7:31; 19:5; 32:35), Israel was sharply rebuked for burning their
children as burnt-offerings to Molech on the high places of Tophet. The Hebrew phrase ֲא ֶשר לא
יתי
ִ ִ“ ִצּוwhich I did not command” is expanded with a prepositional phrase in the TJer ְׁד ָּלא ַּפ ֵק ִידית
יתי
ִ אֹור
ָּ “ ְׁבwhich I did not command in my Torah.” This addition seems to put the emphasis on
the Torah in which all the commandments of God are written down, and which has become the
center of Jewish daily life during the targumic era.
In 5:28, the Hebrew verb  ֲע ַּברּוcould have prompted a double rendering of the phrase
י־רע
ָּ “ ָּע ְׁברּו ִד ְׁב ֵרthey have crossed over/transgressed [with respect to] matters of evil” in the TJer,
which becomes יתא ֲע ַּבדּו ְׁד ִביש ִדין ִדקשֹוט
ָּ אֹור
ָּ “ ֲע ַּברּו ַּעל ִפתֹגָּ ֵמיthey have transgressed the words of
the Torah, they have done what is evil.” In the TJer,  ָּע ְׁברּוis not only rendered with its Aramaic
equivalent “ ֲע ַּברּוto transgress,” but also as “ ֲע ַּבדּוto do” whose root looks very similar to that of
ע ְׁברּו.
ָּ By supplying the possessive genitive “the Torah” to the construct “the words,” the
Targum explicitly equates the evil that they have done to the transgression of the Torah.
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When the Hebrew verb  שובis used to urge Israel to repent and return to God, the Targum
will supplement with the object “Torah.” Thus, the Hebrew phrase “For after I turned back, I
repented” is interpreted as “For when we return to the Law he shows mercy upon us” (31:19).
Only by returning to and obeying the Torah, will God show his mercy upon his people, and
divine punishment will not be exacted from them (cf. 2:19). In 31:21, the unfaithful Israel who is
urged to stop wandering and return to their cities is reinterpreted in the Targum as to return to the
Torah: “Return, O virgin of Israel, return to these your cities.” becomes “Now return, O
assembly of Israel, to the Law, and be restored to these your cities.”
Also, the Targum likes to pun on various senses of  שובas evident in 8:5:
MT Why has this people turned away ( ?)שובWhy is Jerusalem in perpetual apostasy
(שּובה
ָּ ?)מ
ְׁ 34 They hold fast to deceit, they refuse to return ()שוב.
TJer Why do this people restrain themselves from returning ( )תובto my worship? The
inhabitants of Jerusalem have turned ( )תובto rebel from the Law, and do not wish
to repent ( ;)תובthey have laid hold of deceit; they refuse to repent ()תוב.

The Targum has a double rendering of the second line, in which the phrase “perpetual
apostasy” is interpreted as “have turned to rebel from the Law” and “do not wish to
repent/return.”
The following are few passages in the which the additional references to the Torah are
not expected in their context.

5:5b
MT
TJer

But they together have broken the yoke, they have burst the bonds.
But they all together have rebelled from the Law, they have removed themselves far
from instruction.

Many English versions render the first two lines of the MT as a single line, for instance, “Why then has
this people, Jerusalem, Turned away in continual apostasy?” (NASB; cf. NRSV; LEB; NET; ESV).
34
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The addition of “Torah” is not expected in its context and simply due to rabbinic
influence. In m. ’Abot 3:5, Torah is figuratively described as a yoke,35 and in Mek. Pisha 5, the
act of transgressing the commandment is compared to that of breaking off the yoke.36

In conclusion, the rabbis believe and teach that Torah-study is the most effective way to
prevent all sin.37 Hence, the additional reference to the Torah and instruction in the TJer is not
aimed to make it more “rabbinic” in substance, but to emphasize the importance and significance
of Torah and its teaching in the daily lives of the synagogal community.

6:29a
MT The bellows blow fiercely, the lead is consumed by the fire;
TJer Behold, like bellows which blow what is burnt in the midst of the fire, so the voice of
their prophets is silent, who prophesy to them: ‘Return to the Law’! but they have not
returned …

The Hebrew phrase  ֹנָּ ַּחר ַּמ ֻפ ַּח ֵמ ִא ְׁש ַּתם ע ָּפ ֶרתis notoriously difficult. Many MSS., the qere’,
the LXX, and Vulg. read the third word as two, מ ֵאש ַּתם.
ֵ 38 This reading is followed by the TJer
in which the word  ַּתםgives rise to a double rendering of this verse. According to Hayward,39 ַּתם
is first taken to mean “upright (man),” like Jacob (Gen 25:27) or Job (1:1; 2:3), and thus is
interpreted as “prophets” who prophesy to the Israelites princes (TJer 6:28). Second,  ַּתםis also
perceived to stem from the root שתם, which means “shut up” or “be closed,” thus is rendered
“silent.” The Targum then supplements with the content of the prophecy, which is not expected

35

See also Hayward, Targum Jeremiah, 62, n. 6.
See discussion in E. P. Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1977), 134-35.
37
b. Ber. 5a.
38
Holladay, Jeremiah 1, 228, n. 29a-a.
39
Hayward, Targum Jeremiah, 69, n. 35.
36
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in its context: “‘Return to the Law’! but they have not returned.” The urge to return to the
Law is given to the Israelites princes who are rebellious and walking deceitfully (TJer 6:28).
11:16b40
MT With the sound of a great tumult he will set fire to it, and its branches are good for
nothing.41
TJer but when you transgress the Law, the armies of the nations who are as strong as fire
shall come against you, and auxiliaries shall be joined to them.

The imagery of destructive fire in the Hebrew text is resolved into a simile in the
Targum, in which God will bring destruction on Judah through the devastating invasion of the
foreign troops. The Targum justifies God’s action by explicitly stating that such destruction is
due to Judah’s own wickedness – they have transgressed the Torah (by offering incense to Baal
[11:13]).

12:2
MT
TJer

You have planted them, they have also taken root; they grow, they have even produced
fruit; You are near to their lips, but [you are] far from their mind.
You have established them; moreover they are strong, they have grown rich; they have
also acquired possessions. The words of your Law are near, in their mouth, but your fear
is far from their hearts.

Obviously, the Aramaic rendering of the second part of this verse is to remove the
anthropomorphic expression. As “words” are deemed to be found on one’s lips and “fear of
God” in one’s mind/heart, thus the two pronounces “you” are substituted with “the words of your
Torah” and “your fear” respectively.

40
41

See “Figures of Speech,” 232.
The Hebrew verb  ָּרעּוtranslated as “good for nothing” is derived from a root meaning “to be bad, not fit

for use” (HALOT, 1269, s.v. I  רעע1).
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31:6
MT
TJer

For there will be a day when watchmen will call out on the hills of Ephraim, “Arise, and
let us go to Zion, to the Lord our God.”
For there is length of days and much goodness which is about to come for the righteous
who have kept my Law from of old: their portion is in the land of Israel, because they
were longing for the years of consolations which are coming, saying: “When shall we
arise and go up to Zion, and appear before the Lord our God?”

Interestingly, the targumic paraphrase renders an eschatological understanding of this
verse, which in its original context indicates a time when the people of the Northern Kingdom
would return to Jerusalem to worship there. In the years of consolations, the years when the dead
are restored to life in order to receive the consolation, God will greatly reward those who have
persistently obeyed his Torah.

31:22b
MT For Yahweh has created a new thing on the earth: a woman will encompass a man
()גֶ ֶבר.
TJer For behold, the Lord is creating a new thing upon the earth: the people, the house of
Israel, shall pursue the Law.

This difficult verse is also given an eschatological interpretation as the Hebrew noun ֹגבר
is deemed to have messianic connotations.42 God promises that in the Messianic future, the house
of Israel will be given the ability to pursue the Torah; they will yearn and earnestly follow the
Torah.43

42

Vermes argues, “[T]he woman is the daughter of Zion, i.e. the people of Israel, and her search
[=encompass] for a man results in her return to the Torah. The missing link in this interpretation is that Israel’s
conversion to the Law will follow from her adherence to the Teacher, the Man, i.e. The Messiah, at the time of the
new Creation.” (italics by the author) Vermes, Scripture and Tradition, 60. See also Hayward, Targum Jeremiah,
132, n. 21.
43
Smolar and Aberbach, Studies TJ, 162.
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Idolatry

One of the clearest elements in targumic theology is its polemical agenda against idolatry. Thus,
distinguishing the holy from the profane becomes one of the fundamental principles in
translating the Hebrew text, especially those words or phrases that are perceived to imply or to
be associated with idol or idolatry. This translation phenomenon is clearly illustrated in Table 7.
The various Hebrew terms that carry the meaning of “idol” appear only six times in the MT,
whereas the corresponding Aramaic term ( טעוlit. “error”) is used as many as 59 times in the
TJer.
In the MT of Jeremiah, three distinct Hebrews terms are used to refer to different forms
of idols: (1) “ ֶה ֶבלemptiness/idol”: a term expressing the emptiness and unworthiness of idols, (2)
“ ָּפ ִסילimage/idol”: a term relating to the verb for “carving,” and referring to idols hewn from
stone, clay, wood or metal, and (3) ּלּולים
ִ ִ“ גimage/idol”: a term referring to balls of dung, and
always used contemptuously.44 All these terms, which are all derogatory terms to express
contempt for idols, are invariably rendered  טעוin the TJer. Besides these terms, ִשּקּוץ
“abomination” is another term for the idol, which is not rendered  טעוin the TJer but with its
Aramaic cognate “( ִשקּוץcursed thing”: 4:1; 7:30; 13:27; 16:18; 32:34).
In addition to the three Hebrew terms, there are also as many as 9 other Hebrew terms
rendered  טעוin the TJer. The most prominent one is ֹלהים
ִ  ֱאthat refers to gods other than

44

See R. Barrett, “Idols, Idolatry, Gods,” DOP, 351-355, at 353.
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Yahweh. The meturgeman could never tolerate the pagan gods sharing the same term with
Yahweh. Thus, terms such as ֹלהים ֲא ֵח ִרים
ִ “ ֱאother gods,” ֹלהים
ִ “ ֱאgods,” and ֹלהי ֹנֵ ָּכר
ֵ “ ֱאforeign
gods” are consistently replaced with the disparaging term טעו. Also, the name of the Chief
Canaanite god, Baal, is substituted with טעו, deliberately “depriving [him] of the dignity of
divine designations.”45 On three occasions, the figurative description of Judah’s apostasy “laying
down as a harlot” is given its literal meaning “worshipping the idols” (2:20; 3:2, 6).
Given their polemical stance, it is no surprise to discover that there are at least 12
additions of  טעוin the TJer (2:10[2x], 13, 25[2x], 27; 3:13; 5:19; 10:11[2x]; 14:10; 15:13; 17:3),
found only in the expansive materials. TJer 2:10, for instance, has been extensively expanded in
which the faithless Israel is sarcastically compared to her surrounding nations, which though they
were exiled, they still faithfully carried along their idols and worshipped them whenever they
went.
MT:

For cross over to the coastlands of Kittim and see, and send to Kedar and observe
carefully, and see if there has been [a thing] like this.
TJer: For cross over to the coastlands of the Kittim, and see; and send to the province of the
Arabs and observe carefully; and see the nations who go into exile from district to district
and from province to province transporting their idols and carrying them with them. And
in the place where they settle, they spread their tents, and set up their idols and worship
them. Where now is a nation and language which has acted like you, O house of Israel?

Table 7: Occurrences of the Aramaic noun  טעוin the TJer (59x)
Occurrences

Translated from Hebrew terms that denote
“idol”
– “ ֶה ֶבלemptiness/idol”

45

Smolar and Aberbach, Studies TJ, 41.

Verse

6x
4x

2:5; 8:19; 10:8; 14:22 (appears 8 times in the
TJer but only 4 times are used in the sense of
“idol”)
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– “ ָּפ ִסילimage/idol”

1x

50:38

– ּלּולים
ִ ִ“ גimage/idol”

1x

50:2

Paraphrased from other Hebrew term/phrase

41x

– ֹלהים ֲא ֵח ִרים
ִ “ ֱאother gods”

18x

1:16; 7:6, 9, 18; 11:10; 13:10; 16:11, 13; 19:4,
13; 22:9; 25:6; 32:29; 35:15; 44:3, 5, 8, 15

– ֹלהים
ִ “ ֱאgods”

9x

2:11[2x]; 5:7; 11:12; 16:20; 43:12, 13; 46:25;
48:35

– “ ַּב ַּעלBaal”

6x

2:8, 23; 7:9; 12:16; 23:13, 27

– “ זֹנָּ הharlot”

3x

2:20; 3:2, 6

– “ אלהןgods” (Aramaic)

1x

10:11

– ֹלהי ֹנֵ ָּכר
ֵ “ ֱאforeign gods”

1x

5:19

– “ ְׁל ַּה ֲע ִצ ָּבהmarked with her image”

1x

44:19

– תֹוע ָּבה
ֵ “abomination”

1x

2:7 (“worship of idol”)

– “ שֹגלto ravish”

1x

3:2

Addition in the TJer

12x

2:10[2x], 13, 25[2x], 27; 3:13; 5:19; 10:11[2x];
14:10; 15:13; 17:3

Not only pagan gods are distinguished from the Holy God by applying distinct terms in
the TJer, pagan altars and pagan priests associated with pagan worship are also deliberately
isolated from that of Yahweh worship. In the Hebrew Bible, the term  ִמזְׁ ֵב ַּחis equally applied to
the holy altar and the pagan altar. However, the Aramaic cognate  ַּמ ְׁד ַּבחis exclusively used for
the holy altar, while the pagan altar is often called איֹגור, a term that appears 7 times in the TJer
(11:13[2x]; 17:1[2x], 2; 19:13; 32:29). Similarly, while in the MT, the Hebrew term  ּכ ֵהןis
indiscriminately used for both Aaronide and pagan priest, the Targum has two distinct terms for
“priest,” namely,  ּכ ֵהןfor Aaronide priest and  כומרfor pagan priest (cf. 1 King 12:31, 32; 13:2,
33).46

46

Though the term  כומרdoes not appear in the TJer, it is mentioned here to attest the polemical attitude of

the Targum against idolatrous worship.
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Lastly, a brief discussion is deemed necessary concerning the rendering of the names of
the pagan gods in the TJer. Table 8 shows that there are at least 9 pagan gods whose names are
explicitly mentioned in the Hebrew text. Interesting enough, the targumic rendering of these
names is inconsistent. The Canaanite god “Baal” is rendered “idol” on 6 occasions, but are
rendered literally on other 7 occasions. Likewise, the national god of Moab “Chemosh” is
rendered literally once, but is replaced with “those who worship Chemosh” on the other 2
occasions.47 With the latter rendering, the meturgeman seems to deny the existence of the pagan
gods. Similar treatment is given to “Bel” and “Marduk,” the chief god of Babylon, which are
rendered “those who worship Bel” and “those who worship Marduk” respectively. The
Ammonite god “Milcom” becomes “their king” in the Targum as its Hebrew name  ִמ ְׁלּכםis
related to the word “king,” hence the rendering. The most interesting rendering is “the noise of
Alexandria” for the Egyptian God “Amon” (or “Amon of No” )אמֹון ִמנא.
ָּ The meturgeman could
have read “Amon” as “ ָּהמֹוןnoise,” and interpreted “No” as “Alexandria.”48 The last and most
debatable is the translation of the name of the Egyptian bull-god “Apis,” which depends on how
one interprets the Hebrew word ֹנִ ְׁס ַּחף.49 If  ֹנִ ְׁס ַּחףis taken as a single word, it means “he was swept
away” (MT; Syr.; Vulg.; NASB; NIV; Lundbom);50 if  ֹנִ ְׁס ַּחףis read as two words, it denotes

47

Though one can argue that in Jer 48:7 Chemosh refers to the deity himself, thus rendered literally, and in
Jer 48:13, 26 Chemosh is clearly metonymy for his worshippers, hence is replaced with “those who worship
Chemosh. Given such explanation, the difference in such renderings should not be reckoned as “inconsistency.”
However, in Jer 50:2, though both Bel and Marduk clearly refer to the deities themselves, both terms are translated
as "those who worship Bel/Marduk" in the TJer. Therefore, the difference rendering between TJer 48:7 and 50:2
truly reflects inconsistency of the TJer in rendering the names of the pagan gods.
48
Hayward, Targum Jeremiah, 169, n. 25. In TEzek 30:14-16 (cf. TNah 3:8), both HALOT and the PJer
identify No as Thebes, while the LXX as Diospolis.
49
The MT has דּוע ֹנִ ְׁס ַּחף ַּא ִב ֶיריָך
ַּ מ.
ַּ
50

 ֹנִ ְׁס ַּחףis read as a Niphal perfect, third masculine singular, from the root סחף. Lundbom follows the MT
and renders “So why is your mighty bull lying flat?” Lundbom, Jeremiah 37-52, 206-10.
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“Apis fled” (LXX; NRSV; Holladay; Keown et al.).51 The translation of the TJer follows the
MT, which has “Why have your mighty men been broken?” With this rendering, the name of the
Egyptian god “Apis” does not appear explicitly in the TJer.

Table 8: Rendering of pagan gods in the TJer
MT

Translation in the TJer

Verse

idol

2:8, 23; 7:9; 12:16; 23:13, 27

Baal

9:13; 11:13, 17; 19:5[2x]; 32:29, 35

those who worship Chemosh

48:13, 46

Chemosh

48:7

The Queen of Heaven

the star of heaven

7:18; 44:17, 18, 19, 25

Bel

those who worship Bel

50:2; 51:44

Marduk

those who worship Marduk

50:2

Amon

the noise of Alexandria

46:25

Milcom

their king

49:1, 3

Molech

Moloch

32:35

Apis (?)

[not rendered as god]

46:15

Baal

Chemosh

In conclusion, the strikingly high occurrences of  טעוin the Aramaic rendering reveals a
fact that idolatry not only was the ineradicable national crisis faced by Judah, which eventually
lead them to full destruction, but also continued to pose a threat during the targumic era. Hence,
it is no surprise for the rabbis to stress that among all the commandments given by God, “the law
against idolatry outweighs all other commandments in the Torah.”52

51

 ֹנִ ְׁס ַּחףis revocalized as ֹנָּ ס ַּחף. See Holladay, Jeremiah 2, 328; Keown, Scalise and Smothers, Jeremiah
26-52, 284; Lundbom, Jeremiah 37-52, 209-10.
52
Mek. Pisha 5.

CHAPTER SEVEN

FIGURES OF SPEECH

Introduction

A fascinating feature that characterizes the book of Jeremiah is its frequent use of tropes, in
particular, metaphors and similes.1 According to Bourguet’s statistics, the book of Jeremiah has
employed no less than 250 metaphors.2 On this fascinating phenomenon, Lundbom remarks,

1

The following enumerates some of the imageries that appear in the book of Jeremiah:
Nature: imagery of fire (4:4; 5:14; 11:16; 15:14; 17:4, 27; 20:9; 21:12; 22:7; 23:29); imagery of water
(2:13, 18; 6:7; 8:23; 9:17; 15:18; 17:13; 46:7-8; 47:2; 51:13); imagery of sea (6:23; 49:23; 50:42; 51:42); imagery of
wind (4:11, 12; 5:13; 13:24; 18:17; 22:22; 51:1); imagery of cloud (4:13); imagery of mountain (3:23; 51:25).
Mammal: imagery of horse (5:8; 8:6; 13:27); imagery of camel (2:23); imagery of donkey (2:24; 22:19);
imagery of lion (2:15, 30; 4:7; 5:6; 12:8; 25:38; 50:17, 44; 51:38); imagery of leopard (5:6); imagery of wolf (5:6);
imagery of calf (31:18); imagery of hunter (16:16).
Bird: imagery of bird (5:27; 15:3); imagery of migrating birds (8:7); imagery of bird of prey (12:9);
imagery of eagle (4:13; 48:40; 49:22); imagery of partridge (17:11); imagery of dove (48:28); imagery of nest
(22:23).
Pastoral: imagery of shepherd (2:8; 3:15; 6:3; 10:21; 12:10; 22:22; 23:1, 2, 4; 25:34, 35, 36; 49:19; 50:6;
50:44); flock (6:3; 10:21; 13:17, 20; 23:1, 2, 3; 25:34, 35, 36; 49:20; 50:8); imagery of sheep (12:3; 50:6, 17).
Plant: imagery of tree (2:3; 11:16; 11:19; 17:8); imagery of vine (2:21; 6:9; 48:32); imagery of olive
(11:16); imagery of cedar (22:7).
Agriculture: imagery of vineyard (5:10; 12:10); imagery of grape gatherer (6:9; 49:9); imagery of yoke
(2:20; chs. 27 & 28; 30:8); imagery of winnowing (15:7; 51:2, 33); imagery of sowing/plowing (26:18; 31:27);
imagery of chaff/straw (13:24; 23:28); imagery of cut grain (9:21).
Household: imagery of marriage (2:2; 3:1, 20); imagery of childbirth (6:24; 13:21; 22:23; 30:6; 48:41;
49:22, 24; 50:43); imagery of father (2:27; 31:9); imagery of unfaithful wife (3:1, 20); imagery of daughter Zion
(4:31; 6:2, 23); imagery of virgin of Israel (18:13; 31:4, 21).
Sex: imagery of harlot (2:20; 3:1, 3, 6, 8; 5:7); imagery of adultery (3:8, 9; 5:7; 13:27; 23:14).
Others: imagery of body part (5:3; 8:23; 9:3, 8; 14:17); imagery of metal (iron, bronze) (1:18; 6:28; 11:4;
15:12; 17:1); imagery of architecture (1:8; 18:9; 24:6; 31:4); imagery of drunkenness (13:13; 25:27; 48:26; 51:7, 39,
57); imagery of potter and clay (18:1-10); imagery of cistern (2:13); imagery of warrior (20:11); imagery of war
(51:55).
2
Daniel Bourguet, Des Métaphores de Jérémie (Paris: Gabala, 1987), 64.
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“Jeremiah, like very good orator, peppers his discourse liberally with tropes. These give added
strength to the discourse and also function to kindle the imagination of his audience.”3 However,
though images and figures of speech are powerful literary devices that make God’s messages
more compelling and alive, they sometimes can lead to misunderstanding and misinterpretation
of the text if the readers lack the capacity to interpret the figures of speech in accordance with
their intent. If the crisis of misunderstanding and misinterpretation is inevitably faced by those
who are well-acquainted with Hebrew, how much greater crisis do those who do not know
Hebrew, especially the synagogal audiences, have to face? For this reason, the meturgeman
strives to render the figurative expressions in their simplest literal sense, for the sake of clarity as
well as correct understanding. Churgin has rightly noted that “The general underlying principle
in the exegesis of T. Jonathan consists in an attempt to render intelligible to the fullest possible
degree that which is obscure.”4

General Treatment of Metaphors in the Targumim

Compared to the proliferation of research on other disciplines in the Old Testament studies, the
research on metaphors seems not to have received much attention. Even after the rise of the
literary approach to biblical literature in the seventies, where metaphor is considered as one of
the important literary devices, “metaphor has still not been regarded as one of the primary topics

3
4

Lundbom, Jeremiah 1-20, 127.
Churgin, Targum Jonathan, 78.
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of research in modern scholarship.”5 Berlin’s remark on the research of the biblical metaphor,
“scant attention has been paid to [metaphor] in a systematic way,”6 is fittingly applicable to that
in targumic studies, which receives even lesser attention. Kasher adds that “It seems surprising
that there has been till now [1999] no comprehensive, systematic study of the place of metaphor
in the Aramaic translations of the Bible, the Targums, although a few scholars have touched
upon the subject.”7
So far, no book-length study of metaphor has been written on metaphors in the
Targumim. Discussions on the treatment of metaphor appear sporadically in the works of the

5

The following is a selected bibliography for the study of metaphors in the Old Testament in general and in
the book of Jeremiah in particular:
For the general study of metaphors in the Old Testament: G. B. Caird, The language and Imagery of the
Bible (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980); Marc Zvi Brettler, God is King: Understanding an Israelite Metaphor
(JSOTSup 76; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1989); Kirsten Nielsen, There is Hope for a Tree: The Tree as
Metaphor in Isaiah (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1989); Adele Berlin, Poetics and Interpretation of Biblical Narrative
(Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1994); P. Van Hecke, ed., Metaphor in the Hebrew Bible (BETL 187; Leuven: Peeters,
2005); James Durlesser, The Metaphorical Narratives of the Book of Ezekiel (Lewiston, NY: Edwin Mellen, 2006);
Claudia D. Bergmann, Childbirth as a Metaphor for Crisis: Evidence from the Ancient Near East, the Hebrew Bible,
and 1QH XI, 1-18 (BZAW 382; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2008); Julia M. O’Brien, Challenging Prophetic
Metaphor: Theology and Ideology in the Prophets (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2008).
For the study of metaphors in the book of Jeremiah: 1) Book - Gary Hall, The Marriage Imagery of
Jeremiah 2 and 3: A Study of Antecedents and Innovations in a Prophetic Metaphor (Th.D. diss., Union Theological
Seminary in Virginia, 1980); Bourguet, Des Métaphores; John Hill, Friend or Foe: The Figure of Babylon in the
Book of Jeremiah MT (BIS 40; Leiden: Brill, 1999); Mary E. Shields, Circumscribing the Prostitute: The Rhetorics
of Intertextuality, Metaphor, and Gender in Jeremiah 3:1–4:4 (JSOTSup 387; London: T&T Clark, 2004); Sharon
Moughtin-Mumby, Sexual and Marital Metaphors in Hosea, Jeremiah, Isaiah, and Ezekiel (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2008). 2) Articles - A. R. Diamond and K.M. O’Connor, “Unfaithful Passions: Coding Women
Coden Men in Jeremiah 2-3(4:2),” in Troubling Jeremiah, ed., A.R. Diamond, K.M. O’Connor, and L. Stulman
(Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1999): 123-45; Sabine Van Den Eynde, “Taking Broken Cisterns for the Fountain of Living
Water: On the Background of the Metaphor of the Whore in Jeremiah,” BN 110 (2001): 86-96; E. K. Holt, “The
Fountain of Living Water and the Deceitful Brook: The Pool of the Water Metaphor in the Book of Jeremiah,” in
Metaphor and the Hebrew Bible, ed., P. Van Hecke (Leuven: Peeters, 2006): 99-117; A. R. Diamond, “Playing God
– ‘Polytheizing’ YHWH – Alone in Jeremiah’s Metaphorical Spaces,” in Metaphor and the Hebrew Bible, ed., P.
Van Hecke (Leuven: Peeters, 2006): 119-32.
For a brief review of the major theoretical works, which have had the most influence on biblical
scholarship, please refer to, among others, Andrea L. Weiss, Figurative Language in Biblical Prose NarrativeMetaphor in the Book of Samuel (Leiden: Brill, 2006), 20-32; Job Y. Jindo, Biblical Metaphor Reconsidered: A
Cognitive Approach to Poetic Prophecy in Jeremiah 1-24 (HSM 64; Winona Lake, IND: Eisenbrauns, 2010), 8-21;
Benjamin A. Foreman, Animal Metaphors and the People of Israel in the Book of Jeremiah (Göttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht. 2011), 4-12.
6
Adele Berlin, “On Reading Biblical Poetry: The Role of Metaphor,” Congress Volume: Cambridge 1995,
ed. J. A. Emerton (Leiden: Brill, 1997): 25-36, 26.
7
Rimon Kasher, “Metaphor and Allegory in the Aramaic Translations of the Bible,” JAB 1 (1999): 53-77,
especially 54.
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targumic scholars. Churgin considers metaphorical exegesis as one of the major exegetical task
in the study of the Targum. According to this principle, “[t]he targumist made it a principle to
render not the metaphor but what it represents.”8 For the comparative metaphor, “both the literal
and the implied rendering of the metaphor in question is given.”9 Churgin stresses that “The
symbolic expression is rendered in the T. in its simple sense, as the text would indicate.”10
Smelik, in his monumental work on the Targum of Judges, only mentions the translation
techniques of metaphor in passing, in which two related techniques are discussed: realistic
substitution of metaphors and extended simile. The former technique is used “to substitute the
(supposed) meaning of a metaphor for the metaphor itself,” and the latter concerns “the
extension of a simile with an object that explains the simile.”11
Van Staalduine-Sulman, in her study of the Targum of Samuel, offers more detailed
discussion concerning the targumic treatment of the metaphor. “When confronted with a
metaphor, the Targumist either replaced it by more realistic language or added preposition כ־.
Sometimes, however, TJ only replaced an unclear metaphor by a better known metaphor.”12 She
comments that TJon prefers metaphors in which both tenor and vehicle are connected by the
preposition כ־, than metaphors in which only the vehicle is mentioned. Clarification of the text,
she adds, is the very basic underlying motivation for such changes. Dray devotes a chapter
discussing figures of speech, including metaphors and similes, used in the Targum to the book of
Kings. She shares the similar view that metaphors are always replaced with their literal
equivalent, not only for the sake of clarification but also of avoidance of misinterpretation of the

8

Churgin, Targum Jonathon, 85.
Churgin, Targum Jonathon, 87.
10
Churgin, Targum Jonathon, 88.
11
Smelik, Targum Judges, 98.
12
Van Staalduine-Sulman, Targum of Samuel, 105-07.
9
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metaphors. She views that “the very nature of metaphor demands that the audience think actively
about the tacit comparison being made.” Such active thinking, however, will sometimes lead to
misinterpretation of the metaphors. In contrast, similes, with their explicit comparison, are
usually retained as they are less likely to expose the audience to misinterpretation. For this
reason, similes are usually used to replace metaphors in the Targum.13
The most recent work on metaphor in the Targum is an article written by Rimon Kasher,
who offers a more detailed discussion on how the meturgeman interprets a metaphor as well as
treats a biblical passage as an allegory.14 Since this article is most relevant to this chapter, we
will briefly discuss it to shed light on our discussion of the metaphors in the TJer. In this article,
the Aramaic translations of the enigmatic metaphor in Exod 19:4,15 taken from eleven different
Aramaic versions,16 are examined and compared side by side. Kasher summarizes the various
translational techniques from these Targumim into three categories. 1) Literal translations – This
word-for-word translation is found only in one Targum (i.e. Sam Tg). However, it provides no
additional clue in understanding the text. 2) Exegetical translations – This is adopted by the rest
of the translations, which turn the metaphor into a simile by adding the particle כיד,
ִ היך, איך, or
הי. Among these translations, only the Palestinian Targums, in light of the midrashic exegetical
tradition, provide a better understanding of the text.17 3) Twofold exegetical translation –
Among the exegetical translations, one version (i.e. TN)18 offers a twofold translation: the first

13

Dray, Targum of Kings, 134-59, especially135 and 138.
Kasher, “Metaphor and Allegory.”
15
ל־ּכֹנְׁ ֵפי ֹנְׁ ָּש ִרים
ַּ “ וָּ ֶא ָּשא ֶא ְׁת ֶכם ַּעand [how] I carried you on eagles’ wings.”
16
These include TO, CG-J, CG-F, TN, TNM, FT-V, FT-P, FT-J, TPJ, ST, and P.
17
This exegetical tradition identifies the eagles with the clouds, which can be attested in the Targum
Neofiti I (“and I have borne you on the clouds of the Glory of my Shekhinah, upon the wings of swift eagles”) and
Frag Targum (“and I bore upon swift clouds, as upon the wings of eagles”), among others.
18
See the preceding note.
14
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part introduces a simile, while the second is literal. Kasher contends that the twofold
interpretation is not the work of the copyists or transmitters of the translation, but “is indeed an
authentic Targumic tradition.”19 Kasher’s article also shows that due to the vast differences
among the Targumim, the treatment of metaphors differs from Targum to Targum. For this
reason, it seems hard to apply a uniform translational principle(s) to all the Targumim.
Since metaphors and similes are used substantially in Jeremiah, the rest of this chapter
will focus on the discussion on how these two types of figures of speech are treated in the
Aramaic Bible. Though some modern scholars see no (or little) distinction between a metaphor
and a simile,20 the meturgemanim would make every painstaking effort to distinguish them. In
most cases, they will prefer similes over metaphors, as the comparison in similes is much clearer
than that in metaphors. This preference, though not without exception, became one of the
principle rules in translating the Hebrew Bible into Aramaic.

Metaphor

Since there is no explicit statement of the relationship between a metaphor and its object,
“translators (of the Targum) seem to have had little faith in their readers’ ability to interpret

19

This conclusion is derived from his examination on one text of the Palestinian Targums and another of
the Targum to the Song of Songs, which are rendered in both literal and non-literal modes. While not denying the
possibility that it was “perhaps the copyists who put together two different traditions,” Kasher, however, believes
that “this may well be an authentic tradition combining metaphorical and quasi-literal tradition.” See Kasher,
“Metaphor,” 61-64.
20
For example, Jindo argues that “A simile is also a metaphor, whereby one thing is understood and
described in terms of another. The difference between simile and metaphor is rhetorical in that simile is less direct
and less emphatic than the corresponding metaphor.” Jindo, Biblical metaphor, xv. Likewise, Foreman holds that
“[T]he distinction between similes and metaphors is only one of grammar.” A simile is in no way more forceful than
a metaphor. Foreman, Animal Metaphors, 14-15.
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figures aright.”21 Therefore, one of the interesting translation phenomena in the Targum is the
“avoidance of the metaphorical.”22 Metaphors are almost always resolved or interpreted in the
Aramaic rendering; only in very rare cases, are they preserved literally. The treatments of
metaphors in the TJer can be classified into several categories: 1) Dissolving metaphors, 2)
Dissolving metaphors with expansion, 3) Transforming metaphors into similes, and 4)
Transforming metaphors into similes with expansion. Each of these categories will be discussed
in detail in the following sections.23

Dissolving Metaphors

In this category, metaphors in the MT are dissolved and substituted with their implied meanings
in the Aramaic rendering.

2:15
MT
TJer

The young lions have roared against him, they have raised their voice. And they have
made his land as a waste, his cities are destroyed without inhabitants.
Kings will shout against him: they will lift up their voice and make his land a desolation;
his cities shall be desolate without inhabitant.
In the Hebrew text, besides its literal use, the term “lion”24 is always used metaphorically

of Judah’s enemies (2:15; 4:7; 5:6) or Yahweh (25:38; 49:19; 50:17), who attack Judah as

21
This is in sharp contrast with the transition of the Syriac Bible, which in most cases retain figurative
language. In Weitzman’s words, “[t]he resolution o figures [in Syr.] is unusual.” M. P. Weitzman, The Syriac
Version of the Old Testament (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 28-29.
22
Weiss writes, “The avoidance of metaphor suggests that many biblical scholars have inherited the
negative attitude toward metaphor that remained prominent from antiquity to the mid-twentieth century, an approach
that tends to dismiss figurative language as ornamental, deviant, or deceptive.” Weiss, Figurative Language, 20.
23
Only the English translations are given for the sake of comparison as they are deemed sufficient to
demonstrate how a metaphor/simile is treated in the TJer. Hebrew will be mentioned only when it is pertinent.
24

In the MT, three different terms are used to depict the animal “lion”: ( אריה2:30; 4:7; 5:6; 12:8; 49:19;

50:44), ( ארי50:17; 51:38), and כפיר: (“young lion”: 2:15; 25:38; 51:38).
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punishment for their sins. In the Targumic period, the term “lion”25 is also used literally as well
as figuratively. In the latter case, it is always equated with “king,” either as a wicked or gentile
king (cf., TIsa 35:9; TEzek 19:6), or as the Messiah (TO Gen 49:9).26 In the TJer, the term “lion”
that is used metaphorically in the MT, is rendered as “king” on six occasions (2:15; 4:7; 5:6;
25:38; 49:19; 50:17, 44). Except for 4:7 and 5:6 where a new simile is introduced, the metaphor
of lion is often dissolved for the sake of clarity.

2:18
MT
TJer

And now what do you do on the road to Egypt to drink waters of Shihor (or Nile)?
And What do you do on the road to Assyria to drink waters of the River (Euphrates)?
And now what profit was it for you to associate with Pharaoh the king of Egypt to cast
your males into the river? And what profit was it for you to make a covenant with the
Assyrians (that they should) banish you yonder beyond the Euphrates?
In the MT, the phrases “to drink water” is used figuratively, which elicits different (but

similar) interpretations, among others “to draw strength from,”27 “to gain security, especially
foreign military aid,” 28 and “to gain political alliances.”29 Besides, the terms “Shihor” and
“River” are also used figuratively to represent the nations of Egypt and Assyria.
The Targum clarifies this metaphor by giving the phrases “to drink water” two different
interpretation, viz. “to associate with” and “to make covenant with.” The Targum also renders
further elaboration concerning the consequence of drinking water from foreign nations. Judah’s
males were cast into the river, and Ephraim had been banished beyond the Euphrates. In short,

25
26

In the TJer,  אריis the only term used for the animal “lion” (2:30; 5:6; 12:8; 49:19; 50:44; 51:38).

G. Vermes, Scripture and Tradition, 40-43.
Newman and Stine, Handbook on Jeremiah, 66.
28
Holladay adds, “One cannot be certain whether specific covenantal language is found here or not, but the
metaphor implies some kind of treaty obligations.” Holladay, Jeremiah 1, 95.
29
Fretheim, Jeremiah, 67.
27
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by seeking political assistance from foreign nations instead of Yahweh will eventually lead
Judah to self-destruction.

2:20b
MT But on every high hill and under every leafy tree you lay down as a prostitute.
TJer But on every exalted height and under every leafy tree you worship the idols.

During the OT period, pagan worship in Canaan, in particular worship of Asherah, the
goddess of fertility, took place on the high mountains and hills and under every leafy tree (cf., Jer
17:2; Deut 12:2). Therefore, the metaphor of this verse signifies that Israel’s worshipping other
gods was like someone who was unfaithful in marriage, and their participation in the ritual
sexual acts was like a common harlot. Such understanding thus gives rise to the literal
interpretation in the TJer (cf., 3:6; 3:13), which also helps to remove the vulgar language
descriptive of Israel’s unfaithfulness.

4:3
MT
TJer

For thus says the LORD to the men of Judah and to Jerusalem, “Plow for yourself
unplowed land, and do not sow among thorns.”
For thus says the Lord to the men of Judah and to the inhabitants of Jerusalem: Perform
good deeds for yourselves, and do not seek redemption in sins.
This metaphor is technically called an “implied metaphor,”30 in which one/two of the

three basic components (i.e. the tenor, the vehicle and the ground)31 of a metaphor is/are missing,
and can only be implied by the context. In the present verse, this implied metaphor of agriculture

Bullinger calls this “Hypocatastasis,” which means comparison by implication. E. W. Bullinger, Figures
of Speech Used in the Bible: Explained and Illustrated (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1968), 744.
31
These terms are originally introduced by I. A. Richards, in which “tenor” denotes the underlying topic
addressed by the metaphor, “vehicle” designates the means through which this subject is understood, and “ground”
refers to the common characteristics of the tenor and vehicle. Based on Richards’ work, Max Black renames these
terms as “primary” and “secondary” subject, and the “secondary subject” refers to a system rather than an individual
thing. Later, these terms are given new designations by Eva Kittay, who uses the terms “topic” and “vehicle.” She
reasons that “topic” suggests not an expression in a text, but rather what a text is speaking about. See discussion in
Foreman, Animal Metaphors, 4-12, and Weiss, Figurative language, 10-17.
30
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compared the explicit tenor (men of Judah and the personified Jerusalem) to the implied vehicle
(farmers). Just as farmers need to break up hard and unplowed ground before planting, God’s
people also need to break Judah’s rebellious heart to make a new beginning (cf. NET). “Judah’s
own field was so infested with the thorn seeds of past evil deeds that her only hope was to
reclaim new ground.”32 Thus, the Aramaic rendering interprets that Judah must reform their
deeds by performing good deeds to make a new beginning.
The second part of the metaphor indicates that no harvest can be expected when sowing
among thorns, as all seeds and effort will be wasted. Hence, the metaphor is given in its plain
sense - Judah must remove their sins completely in order to save themselves and the nation since
redemption is found not in sins but only in repentance.

5:5
MT
TJer

But they together have broken the yoke, they have torn off the bonds.
But they all together have rebelled from the Law, they have removed themselves far
from instruction.

In the MT, the metaphor is that of an ox that has broken its yoke, indicating rebellion,
rather than freedom.33 The metaphor is decoded in the TJer, which states that the people of God
have rebelled, not against God, but against the Law of God. In their rebellion, they also have
kept themselves far from instruction, that is, the teaching of the Torah.34 The rendering of yoke
as the Law (Torah) finds its support in m. Pirqe Abot 3:5.35

32

Thompson, Jeremiah, 214-15.
Newman and Stine, Handbook on Jeremiah, 70.
34
See “Miscellaneous Topics,” 161-62.
35
“R. Nehunya b. Haqqaneh says, “From whoever accepts upon himself the yoke of Torah do they remove
the yoke of the state and the yoke of hard labor.” See also Hayward, Targum Jeremiah, 62, n. 6.
33
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5:13
MT
TJer

And the prophets will become wind, and the word is not in them. Thus it will be done to
them.36
And the prophets of falsehood shall become nothing, and their false prophecy shall not
be fulfilled: this is the punishment which shall be exacted of them.
The metaphor is decoded in the Aramaic rendering, in which “the prophets” is identified

with “the prophets of falsehood” who are but nothing (wind). As only the false prophecy, not the
word of the Lord, is in them, what they prophesy will never be fulfilled. Hence, as expressed in
the last line, what the prophets of falsehood prophesy (i.e. “evil will not come upon us” in 5:12)
will eventually fall upon themselves.

14:2
MT
TJer

Judah mourns, and her gates languish, they are in mourning ( )קדרon the ground, and
the cry of Jerusalem goes up.
The men of the house of Judah mourn, and their cities have been covered with
desolation; their faces have been covered with a coating of blackness like a pot; they
have been dashed to the ground; and the shout of the inhabitants of Jerusalem has gone
up.

At least two types of figure of speech are compacted in this terse verse. First, the
personification of Judah, her gates, and Jerusalem, who are in a communal lament in a time of
drought (14:1). Second, the metonymic use of the term “gates” for the “cities.”
All these figurative images are removed in the Aramaic rendering. The terms “Judah,”
“gates,” and “Jerusalem” are replaced with that of “the men of the house of Judah,” “cities,” and
“the inhabitants of Jerusalem” respectively. In the third line, the verb  קדרis read as “be dark”
instead of “to mourn” by the meturgeman, thus it is interpreted as “their faces have been covered

36

Some scholars (e.g., Thompson and Craigie et al.) move the last line of this verse to the second line of v.
14 as they view that the colon would naturally fits the new context. See Thompson, Jeremiah, 241, n. 4; Craigie,
Kelley and Drinkard, Jeremiah 1-25, 89, n. b.
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with a coating of blackness like a pot,” with a new simile introduced in the translation (cf. TJer
8:21).

23:1-4
MT 1. Woe to shepherds who mislead and scatter the flock of my pasture, declares the Lord.
2. Therefore, thus says the Lord, the God of Israel, to the shepherds who shepherd my
people … 3. But I will gather the remnant of my flock from all the land where I have
scattered them there … 4. And I will raise up shepherds over them, and they will
shepherd them …,” declares the Lord.
TJer 1. Woe to the administrators who destroy and scatter the people upon whom my Name
is called,” says the Lord. 2. Therefore thus says the Lord, the God of Israel, concerning
the administrators who administer my people … 3. And I will gather the remnant of
my people from every country whither I have exiled them … 4. And I will raise up
administrators for them, and they shall administer them … says the Lord.
In the book of Jeremiah, one of the recurring images is the imagery of shepherd.37 The
Hebrew noun  רעהis used both literally and metaphorically. In the latter case, it is not always
clear to whom the shepherds refer. The contexts show that they either refer to Judah’s kings or
rulers (2:8; 3:15; 10:21; 22:22; 23:1, 2, 4), or foreign kings or rulers (6:3; 12:10; 25:34, 35, 36;
49:19; 50:6; 50:44). In the above passage, the Hebrew noun  רעהappears 3 times, which, based
on its larger context (Jer 21:1-22:30), refers to all the leaders of Judah rather than just the
kings.38
In the TJer, more precise meaning is given to the Hebrew noun רעה, which are
summarized in the table below. When the term is used literally in the MT, the literal meaning is

37

The Hebrew noun  רעהoccurs no less than 19 times of which only four occurrences are used literally
(31:10; 33:12; 43:12; 51:23), while the rest of the occurrences are used metaphorically (2:8; 3:15; 6:3; 10:21; 12:10;
22:22; 23:1, 2, 4; 25:34, 35, 36; 49:19; 50:6; 50:44).
38
This view has been cogently argued by Foreman. See Foreman, Animal Metaphors, 48. On the other
hand, as this passage follows right after the macro-unit that denounces the Judaean monarchy (21:1-23:8), some
scholars opine that the shepherds in Jer 24:1-4 refer to the kings of Judah. See Mckane, Jeremiah 1, 555; Lundbom,
Jeremiah 21-36, 167.
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given in the Targum. However, where the term is used figuratively in the MT, the Targum not
only renders it as “king,” the implied meaning of the MT, but also as “ פרֹנסadministrator/
leader.”39 The latter term is specifically used to describe the house of David as divinely
appointed “administrator” of the people (TZech 11:7).40 In both TN and FT-Gen 40:12, Moses,
Aaron and Miriam are appointed by Yahweh as faithful “leader” to deliver the Israelites from the
slavery in the land of Egypt.
MT
Root

TJer

Meaning/

Root

Implied meaning

Meaning

shepherds

31:10; 33:12;
43:12; 51:23

רעי

Shepherds

31:10; 33:12;
43:12; 51:23

Judah’s kings
or leaders

2:8; 3:15; 10:21;
22:22; 23:1, 2, 4

מלך

Judah’s kings
or leaders

2:8; 10:21

פרֹנס

Administrators

3:15; 22:22; 23:1,
2, 4

מלך

Foreign kings
or leaders

6:3; 12:10; 25:34,
35, 36; 49:19;
50:6; 50:44

רעה
Foreign kings
or leaders

6:3; 12:10; 25:34,
35, 36; 49:19;
50:6; 50:44

46:20
MT Egypt is a beautiful heifer, but a gadfly is coming ()בא
ָּ from the north – it is coming
()בא.
ָּ
TJer A pleasant kingdom was Egypt; nations, killing, shall come against her ( )בּהfrom the
north.
The metaphors are clarified in the translation. The figurative expression “a beautiful
heifer,” probably an ironic allusion to the Egyptian bull god Apis, is rendered literally as “a
pleasant kingdom.” The kingdom of Egypt will be attacked by a nation coming from the north,

39

Cf. TJer 22:22; 23:1, 2, 4; TEzek 34:2, 5, 7, 8(3x), 9, 10(2x), 23(2x); 37:24; TMic 5:4; TZech 11:8, 15,

40

See Hayward, Targum Jeremiah, 56, n. 2.

16, 17.
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which is pictured metaphorically as a “gadfly” that bites and stings livestock. In addition, one
grammatical change is notable, that is, the second “( ָּבאit is coming”) in the MT is read as בּה
(“against her) in the TJer, and this change is also reflected in the LXX, Syr., and a number of
Hebrew Mss (cf. BHS, n. b).

51:2a
MT And I will send foreigners (or winnowers) to Babylon, and they will winnow her,
TJer And I will send against Babylon plunderers, and they shall plunder
The Hebrew word  זָּ ִריםtranslated “foreigners” is alternatively revocalized as ז ִרים
“winnowers” to match the following verb.41 This alternative reading seems even more feasible in
view of the Aramaic translation, which views both terms stemming from the same root “to
plunder.” The Targum gives a literal rendering of the metaphor of winnowing, which is
commonly known as an imagery of judgement and destruction in the prophetic texts of the
Hebrew Bible. In most cases, it concerns the coming exile of Judah (cf. TJer 10:20; 20:5).42
Despite the changes, the Aramaic rendering, as a rule, usually follows closely to the MT
stylistically and syntactically.43

41

The alternate reading is followed by Aquila, Symmachus and most commentators. See Thompson,
Jeremiah, 747, n. 2.
42
Eveline van Staalduine-Sulman, “Agricultural Imagery in Targum Jonathan and Matthew,” AS 11 (2013):
211-24, 215.
43
The comparison between the Hebrew and Aramaic text of 5:13:
ָּל ֶהם׃
יֵ ָּע ֶ ֶׂ֖שה
ֵאין ָּב ֶהם ּכה
יִ ְׁהיּו ְׁל ֔ר ַּּוח וְׁ ַּה ִד ֵבר
יאים
ִ וְׁ ַּהנְׁ ִב
תע ֵביד ִמֹנהֹון׃
ֲ ֹנּותא ִת
ָּ פֹורע
ָּ
תקיַּ ים ָּדא
ַּ קרהֹון ָּלא ִת
ְׁ ּוֹנבּואת ִש
ַּ
קרא יְׁ הֹון ְׁל ָּל ָּמא
ָּ ִש

ּוֹנביֵ י
ִ
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Dissolving Metaphors with Expansion

The Hebraic Metaphors in this category are not only dissolved, but also further explained with
interpretative expansions.

1:13
MT
TJer

And the word of the Lord came to me a second time, saying, “What do you see?” and I
said, “I see a boiling pot and its face from the face of the north.”
And the word of prophecy from before the Lord was with me a second time, saying:
“What do you see?” And I said: “I see a king who seethes like a cauldron, and the
arrangement of his troops who are advancing and coming from the direction of the
north.”

In the TJer, the meturgeman always feels obligated to render the obscure metaphor
intelligible to the audience. In the present verse, the metaphor is not only clarified, but also
expanded with an interpretative addition, giving it with concrete historical sense.44 The pouring
out of the contents of the boiling pot signifies that a king and his troops are advancing and
coming from the north to attack and plunder Judah.

8:16
MT

TJer

[a] From Dan is heard the snorting of their horses; [b] at the neighing of their
stallions the whole land quakes; and they come and devour the land and [all that] fills
it, the city and those who live in it.
[a] Because they worshipped the calves which were in Dan, a king with his troops
shall go up against them and shall take them into exile. [b] At the sound of the
forward stride of his mighty men all the inhabitants of the land shall tremble; [c]and
they shall come and plunder the land and all that is in it, the cities, and those who dwell
in them.

The first part of the MT has been extensively expanded with an interpretation that
associates the idolatrous worship of the golden calves with the toponym “Dan” (cf. TJer 4:15).
For this reason, Israel will be punished by the invasion of the enemies from the north, and

44

Hayward, Targum Jeremiah, 46, n. 18.
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ultimately be taken into exile. The other figurative expressions in second part of the MT are also
given their realistic meaning: “the neighing of their stallions” becomes “the sound of the forward
stride of his might men;” “the whole land” is replaced with “all the inhabitants of the land;” and
“devour” is changed to “plunder.”

Transforming Metaphors into Similes45

This is the most common treatment of metaphors in the Targumim, where tacit metaphors will
also be transformed into similes to make the comparison clear and intelligible.

2:14
MT
TJer

Is Israel a slave, or a house-born slave? Why has he become plunder?
Was Israel like a slave? Is he the son of a slave? Why is he handed over to plunderers?

Obviously, the metaphor is replaced with a simile not only for the sake of clarify, but also
to remove the pejorative language that shows disrespect toward Israel.

2:23b-24a
MT 23b a restive young camel interlacing her paths (or aimlessly running about).
24a A wild ass accustomed to the wilderness, in the desire of her souls she sniffs the
wind;
TJer 23b you were like a swift young camel who corrupts her ways.
24a Like a wild ass who dwells in the wilderness, walking in the pleasure of her soul,
drinking the wind like a wild ass, thus the assembly of Israel has rebelled and strayed
from the Law, and does not wish to return.

45
1:13, 18(2x); 2:3(2x), 13(2x), 14, 21(2x), 22(2x), 23, 24(2x), 31(2x); 3:3, 8; 4:11, 26(2x); 5:6(3x),
14(2x); 6:8, 27, 29(2x), 30; 7:11(2x); 8:14, 17, 23; 9:7, 14(2x); 10:18; 11:16(2x); 12:9(2x), 13; 13:13, 16; 15:7,
12(2x), 14, 20; 17:4, 6, 11, 13; 18:14, 22; 22:7, 15, 19, 24, 28; 23:15(2x), 28; 31:9, 36, 37; 33:20, 25; 46:22; 47:2;
48:4, 11, 26, 45(2x); 49:9, 16, 23; 50:26, 37; 51:7, 30, 34, 39.
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In these two vulgar metaphors, Israel is depicted as a young female camel as well as a
wild female donkey.46 The former is characterized by its uncontrollable reckless behavior, and
the latter by its irrepressible lust in heat. Again, in both of these implied metaphors, the tenor
(Israel) is missing, and can only be implied by the context.
In the Targum, as a rule, the animal metaphors are usually changed to similes, as evident
in the present verse. Indeed, not only the metaphors are resolved into similes, but the missing
tenors (“you” referring to Israel) are also supplied for the sake of clarity. Israel is not only
portrayed as someone aimlessly running about without God’s control and guidance but also as
someone desperately craving to worship other gods.

3:3
MT
TJer

Therefore the showers have been withheld, and there was no spring rain; yet you have
the forehead of a harlot, you refuse to be ashamed.
So the (rain) drops were withheld, and there was no latter rain: but you had impudence
like a harlot, refusing to humble herself.

In the preceding verse, Judah was depicted as an unfaithful and adulterous wife who
engaged herself in the immoral rite of the fertility cult on the barren heights, a rite which was
supposed to bring rainfall and ensure the fertility of crops. Ironically, what Judah’s participation
in the fertility rite brought was not rainfall but drought. Despite that, Judah felt no shame for her
apostasy because she had a harlot’s forehead, a metaphor that implies Judah’s stubbornness (cf.
Isa 48:4). Again, this bold metaphor that compared Israel’s stubbornness to the brazen prostitute
is transformed into a simile with its meaning explained.

5:6a
MT

Therefore a lion from the forest will slay them, A wolf of the deserts will destroy them, A
leopard is watching their cities.

For more discussions of the behavior of a donkey in heat, see K. E. Bailey and W. L. Holladay, “The
‘Young Camel’ and ‘Wild Ass’ in Jer 2:23–25,” VT 18 (1968): 256–60.
46
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TJer

Therefore a king with his troops shall come up against them like a lion from the forest,
and he will kill them. Nations who are as strong as evening wolves shall plunder them,
officers who are as mighty as leopards lie in wait against their towns.

In the the MT of the present verse, three types of wild animals are figuratively
mentioned, all symbolizing the invading enemies (cf., 2:15; 4:7) sent by God to punish his
rebellious people. Though three different kinds of animals are mentioned specifically, the triple
parallelism of these three animals metaphorically and indiscriminately points to the same
(implied) subject in the MT. In the TJer, while the metaphor is dissolved, each animal is
identified with a different subject: “lion” as “a king with his troops,” “wolf” as nations,” and
“leopard” as “officer.” Such interpretation, though unwarranted, could be influenced by TJ’s
translational principle that avoids repeating the same word(s) (cf. TJer 7:4).47

5:14
MT
TJer

Because you have spoken this word, look, I am making my words in your mouth like a
and this people wood, and it will devour them.
Because you have prophesied this word—behold, I am putting the words of my prophecy
in your mouth as strong as fire (יש ָּתא
ָּ )כ ִא,
ְׁ and this people shall be weak like wood, and
they shall kill them.
The metaphorical use of “fire” and “wood” in the MT is presented as similes in the TJer

with an explanation, that is, God’s word is “as strong as fire,” and the people is as “weak as
wood.”

6:27
MT
TJer

I have made you an assayer among my people, a fortification (or tester), so that you may
know and put to the test their ways.
I have set you as a chosen one, like a strong, fortified city, so that you should make
known and declare to them their way.

47

See Churgin, Targum Jonathan, 89. On the other hand, as Hayward remarks, the TJer avoids referring
each animal to one of the world empires, as is done in Lev Rab 13:5; Esth Rab Proem 5; Jerome, In Hieremiam I.
xcv. See Hayward, Targum Jeremiah, 62, n. 8.
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The Hebrew is difficult as the meaning of the Hebrew words translated “assayer”  ָּבחֹוןand
“fortification”  ִמ ְׁב ָּצרis uncertain. The word  ָּבחֹוןcan also mean “tower” (cf. Isa 23:13) but is read
as “( בחירchosen”) in the TJer. For the word “ ִמ ְׁב ָּצרfortification,” as its meaning is debatable, it
is usually repointed as “ ְׁמ ַּב ֵצרtester,” derived from the root “ ָּב ַּצרto test,” to give the most sense
in the context.48 Due to the obscure grammatical relationship between these two nous in the first
half of this verse, viz. בחֹון ֹנְׁ ַּת ִתיָך ְׁב ַּע ִּמי ִמ ְׁב ָּצר,
ָּ some English versions (e.g., NASB, NRSV) retain
both nouns in their translation, while other (e.g., NIV, ESV) omit the second noun which is
dangling and deemed redundant.
The TJer attempts to resolve this difficulty by providing a possible reading of this
difficult verse in the light of 1:18.49 The second Hebrew word מ ְׁב ָּצר,
ִ a dangling object, is turned
into a new simile כרך ַּת ִקיף
ָּ “ ִכlike a strong fortified city,” comparing the prophet Jeremiah, who
is the chosen one of God, to “a strong fortified city.”

7:11
MT
TJer

Has this house, which is called by my name, become a den of robbers in your eyes?
Was this house, upon which my Name is called, like a house of an assembly of wicked
men in your eyes?
The metaphor “a den of robbers” is changed to a simile “like a house of an assembly of

wicked” in the TJer, as the former expression seems derogatory and disrespectful toward the
house of God.

48

NET 6:27, n. 72.
“And behold, I have made you today as strong as a fortified city, and like a pillar of iron, and like a
bronze wall …”
49
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8:17
MT
TJer

For behold, I am sending among you snakes, adders that cannot be charmed away, and
they will bite you, declares the Lord.
For behold, I am letting loose upon you nations who kill like poisonous serpents for
whom there is no charm; and they shall kill you,” says the Lord.

In the OT, the metaphors associated with the snake are usually negative and used as
figures of Judah’s enemies (8:17) or agent of God’s punishment (Num 21:6; Amos 9:3). In this
verse, the Targum identifies the snakes/adders as Judah’s enemies, which in reality signifies the
Babylonian army, who ravage and kill mercilessly like the poisonous serpents.

8:23[=9:1]
MT Oh that50 my head were waters, and my eyes a fountain of tears, that I might weep day
and night for the slain of the daughter of my people.
TJer Oh that my head were like a torrent of water, and my eyes like a fountain of tears;
then would I weep day and night over the slain of the assembly of my people.
This hyperbolic description of Jeremiah’s (or God’s) weeping truly displays how deep is
his grief over the suffering of his people. Again, the metaphorical descriptions of Jeremiah’s
anguished lament over God’s people who have been killed are turned into two similes for clarity.
Also, “waters” is expanded to “a torrent of water,” probably to be in parallel with “a fountain of
tears”

12:9
MT
TJer

Is my inheritance [like] a speckled bird of prey to me? Are the birds of prey against her
on every side? Go, gather the beasts of the field, bring them to devour.
Like fowl that has been scattered, so has my inheritance been scattered before me; and
like fowl that hovers, so those who kill with the sword will be gathered together against
her round about, The kings of the nations and their armies will come against her to
plunder her.

“The expression here translated “O that…were” ( ִמי־יִ ֵּתן, literally, “who will give?”) is a common idiom
for a contrary-to-fact wish.” Holladay, Jeremiah 1, 294.
50
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This short verse is condensed with three bird-and-beast metaphors. In the first and second
line of the MT, God likens his inheritance (Israel) to birds of prey, who attack God but are in
turn attacked by other birds of prey (Israel’s enemies). Interestingly, not only these metaphors
are turned into similes (of bird) in the TJer, their contents are also altered. In the first line, God’s
inheritance is no longer likened to birds of prey that attack God; instead, they have been
scattered (by God) just as birds that have been scattered. In the second line, the enemies of God’s
inheritance will be gathered (by God) against her round about just as birds that hover, waiting to
strike their preys. The third metaphor in the third line concerning the beast, symbolizing the
kings of the nations and their armies, is given its literal interpretation.

22:24
MT even if Coniah, son of Jehoiakim, king of Judah, were the signet ring on my right hand,
even from there I would pull you off.
TJer even if Coniah the son of Jehoiakim, the king of the tribe of the house of Judah, were like
the engraving of the signet-ring on my right hand, even from there I would exile you by
my Memra.

In the TJer, the Aramaic rendering substitutes the metaphor with a simile as Coniah is in
no way the “representation” of Yahweh’s authority, but only the “resemblance” of his authority.

49:16
MT [you] who dwell in the clefts of the rock, who occupy the height of the hill.
TJer for you are like an eagle which dwells in the clefts of the rock, whose dwelling-place is
in the stronghold of the height.

Again, this animal metaphor in the present verse is refashioned into a simile for a precise
understanding of the text. In its context, the subject of the verb clearly refers to Edom, who is
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likened to an eagle, whose dwelling place in the height of the hill indicates Edom’s strongholds
hidden away in mountain Fastnesses.51

50:37
MT A sword against his horses, and against his chariots, and against all the mercenary troops
who are in her midst, and they will become women.
TJer Those who kill with the sword shall come against their horses and against their chariots
and against all the auxiliaries who are in her midst, they shall become weak like women.

The metaphor in the MT seems intolerable to the meturgeman, though the meaning of the
comparison - between Babylon’s mercenary troops and the destructive force of Yahweh - is
clearly implied in the context. Hence, the metaphor is turned into a simile. Before the invincible
force and power of the Lord, the mercenary troops could only become as weak or vulnerable as
women.
The last two examples in the category “Transforming Metaphors into Similes” mostly
concern the acts or attributes of God. They are dissolved in order to remove anthropomorphic
expressions with reference to God.

2:31
MT
TJer

Have I been a desert to Israel or a land of great darkness?
Was my Memra for Israel like a desolate wilderness in which there is no enjoyment, or
like a desolate land?

In the MT, Yahweh is metaphorically portrayed as a desert as well as a land of great
darkness in a rhetorical question that implies a negative answer. While the rhetorical question is
retained in the TJer, the metaphors is replaced by two similes, not only to provide clarity but also
to remove the anthropomorphic expression.

51

Thompson, Jeremiah, 721.
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31:9c
MT for I am a father to Israel, and Ephraim is my firstborn
TJer for my Memra will be like a father for Israel, and Ephraim is beloved before me.
The father-son metaphor in the MT has been dealt with carefully in the TJer. The
metaphor in the first part of this verse is replaced with a simile, together with the subject “I”
changed to “my Memra.” In the second part, Ephraim is not the “firstborn” but only the “beloved
one” of God. It is clear that such changes aim to remove the biblical expressions that describe
intimate relationships between God and human so as to ensure a reverential distancing between
them.

Transforming Metaphors into Similes with Expansion

In this category, metaphors not only are resolved into similes, but also are expanded with
interpretive comments.

2:22
MT
TJer

For if you wash with natron and use much soap, your guilt is sticking as a stain before
me, declares the Lord Yahweh.
Even if you think to be cleansed of your sins, just as they cleanse (things) with natron
and make white with soap, behold, like the mark of a blood-stain which is unclean, so
are your sins many before me, says the Lord-God.

In its Aramaic counterpart, two similes are introduced to make the comparison explicit.
For the first part of the MT, the meaning of the metaphor of cleaning is made explicit with an
interpretive expansion, in which “the cleansing of sins” is compared to “the washing with natron
and soap.” The addition of the particle of interest “behold” aims to call attention to what follows,
that is, the second part of the sentence that spells out the result of the cleansing. The second
metaphor is also transformed into an expanded simile, comparing “Israel’s many indelible sins”
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to “the unwashable stain.” The addition of the two similes further strengthens the comparison,
that is, Israel is incorrigible, and her sin is indelible.

2:13 (cf., 17:13)
MT For my people have committed two evils: They have forsaken me, [the] fountain of
living water, to hew for themselves cisterns, broken cisterns that cannot hold water.
TJer For my people have committed two evils: they have forsaken my service, for the sake of
which I bring goodness upon them like a fountain of water which does not cease; and
they have strayed after the idols which are like broken pits for them, which cannot
guarantee water.
There are two metaphors52 in this verse, in which the first metaphor concerns “Yahweh”
who is the fountain of the living water, while the second concerns “broken cisterns,” which
simply refers to the idols. Both metaphors are turned into similes in the Aramaic rendering.
Yahweh is like the fountain whose water does not cease, who brings all kinds of goodness upon
his people. Contrarily, the idols, which is made explicit in the TJer, are like broken cisterns,
which cannot guarantee any goodness to the people who follow after them. Removal of
ambiguity and anthropomorphic expressions could have motivated such changes in this verse.

4:26a
MT I looked, and behold, the fruitful land [had become] a wilderness,
TJer I saw, and behold, the land of Israel which was planted like Carmel returned to being
like the wilderness,

The present verse falls within the larger passage of 4:23-28, which hyperbolically depicts
a reversal of creation and a return to the primordial chaos due to Judah’s apostasy that results in
the outpouring of the divine wrath. There are three changes made in the Aramaic counterpart of

52
These two metaphors are also considered implied metaphors. In the first metaphor, only the tenor
(Yahweh) and the vehicle (the living water) are explicitly stated, while the ground (providing water/goodness) is
implied. In the second metaphor, only the vehicle (broken cisterns) and the ground (cannot provide water/goodness)
are clearly mentioned, while the tenor (the idols) is implied.
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the phrase “the fruitful land [had become] a wilderness.” First, the Hebrew word  ַּּכ ְׁר ֶמלtranslated
as “fruitful land” can also mean “Carmel,” which triggers such translation in the Aramaic text.
Second, the TJer specifies that the “land” refers to the “land of Israel,” as Carmel commonly
stands by synecdoche for all Israel (cf. Jer 2:7).53 This specification further affirms the
inescapable fate of Judah. Third, the metaphor is replaced with two similes to make the
comparison clearer: the land of Israel is like Carmel (implying fruitfulness), but had become like
a wilderness (implying barrenness).

10:18
MT For thus says the Lord, “Behold, I am slinging out the inhabitants of the land at this
time, and I will bring distress to them, so that they will feel [lit. “find”] it.”
TJer For thus says the Lord, “Behold, I am bringing distress upon this people; and just as men
shoot a stone in a sling, so will I scatter the inhabitants of the earth at this time, and I
will distress them, so that they receive the punishment of their sins.”

Two changes are observable in the Aramaic rendering. First, the metaphor is resolved
into a simile with a comparison, using the כמא … ֵכין
ָּ construction. The meaning of the metaphor
is thus made explicit in the first place, viz. God’s scattering of the inhabitants of the earth is
likened to a man’s slinging out a stone in a sling. Second, the meaning of the last sentence “they
will feel it” is ambiguous as the object of the verb “to find” is absent.54 To make sense of it, the
TJer provides a different interpretation, stating that the purpose of God bringing distress to his
rebellious people is to punish their sins.

53

Martin J. Mulder, “ ַּּכ ְׁר ֶמלCarmel,” TDOT 7: 325-36, at 330.

Due to its ambiguity, different translations have been suggested attempting to make sense of it: “they
may feel it” (NRSV, LEB, ESV), “they may be found” (NASB), “they may be captured” (NIV), “your wound may
be found” (LXX), “they shall find me” (PJer), “And [I] will squeeze them dry” (Thompson, Jeremiah, 332), and
“they will be squeezed dry” (Holladay, Jeremiah 1, 338).
54
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11:16
MT [a] Yahweh called your name, “A leafy olive tree, beautiful with good fruit.”55 [b] With
the sound of a great tumult he will set fire to it, and its branches are good for nothing.56
TJer [a] Behold, like the olive tree which is handsome in its appearance and beautiful in its
looks, and its boughs are exalted among the trees, so the Lord has raised your name to
dignity among the nations; [b] but when you transgress the Law, the armies of the nations
who are as strong as fire shall come against you, and auxiliaries shall be joined to them.

The present verse has been paraphrased and expanded extensively in the Aramaic
rendering. In the first part, the imagery of Israel as a “leafy olive tree” is transformed into a
simile with a lengthy interpretative expansion. The simile compares Israel’s name to an olive
tree. Israel’s name has been raised by the Lord to dignity among the nations, just as a thriving
tree is exalted among the trees. Despite God’s favoritism and exaltation, God will bring
destruction to Israel who erected many altars to burn sacrifices to Baal (11:13), as is reflected in
the imagery of destruction in the second part of this verse.
In the second part, two changes have been made in the TJer concerning the imagery of
destruction. First, the Targum explicitly spells out that the reason for such destruction is due to
Judah’s own wickedness – they have transgressed the Law. Second, the imagery of fire is also
changed to a simile. The destructive force of the armies of the nations is compared to that of
fire.57

15:7a
MT And I will winnow them with a winnowing-fork at the gates of the land;
TJer And just as men winnow with a winnowing-fan, so I have scattered my people among
the cities of the earth:

55

The Hebrew  יְׁ ֵפה ְׁפ ִרי־ת ַּארcan also be rendered as “beautiful in fruit and in form,” or “with fruit beautiful

in form.”
56

The Hebrew verb  ָּרעּוtranslated as “good for nothing” is derived from a root meaning “to be bad, not fit

for use” (HALOT, 1269, s.v. I  רעע1).
57
TEzek 19:14 has “Nations, who are as fierce as fire, have come; because of her presumptuous sins, they
have slain her people” (cf., TEzek 19:12; 21:37; 28:18; 30:8, 14, 16; TIsa 9:4; 47:14).
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This verse is one excellent example of demonstrating how a metaphor is refashioned into
a simile, which is also extended into a comparison, using the כמא … ֵכין
ָּ construction. Such
rendering not only makes the comparison clearly, but also explains the meaning of the biblical
metaphor. In this verse, the Targum compares Judah’s punishment to a farmer’s winnowing of
grain with a winnowing fork. Judah will be scattered far from the cities like chaff blown away by
the wind. Here, the word “gates” is being used as part for the whole for “cities,”58 another
common figure of speech used in the Hebrew Bible.

15:12
MT Can anyone break iron, iron from the north, or bronze?59
TJer A king who is as strong as iron shall come up to help a king who is as strong as iron
and brass: he shall come from the north; he has come up to shatter.60

The Aramaic rendering turns this metaphor into two similes to make sense of the difficult
Hebrew. The Targum perceives that the metaphor refers to two different kings. The first king is
the subject of this verse who is as strong as iron, and he comes to help the second king, who is
depicted as strong as iron and brass. Then the Targum adds that the northern king has come up to
shatter. This interpretation, however, gives rise to an apparent contradiction - Does the king from

58

Holladay argues that the puzzling phrase  ְׁב ַּש ֲע ֵרי ָּה ָּא ֶרץshould be translated as “at the gates of the earth,”

where  ָּא ֶרץhere refers to “Sheol.” Therefore, when God winnows them, they will be scattered at the gate of Sheol.
Holladay, Jeremiah I, 442.
59
The difficult Hebrew  ֲהיָּ ר ַּע ַּב ְׁרזֶ ל׀ ַּב ְׁרזֶ ל ִמ ָּצפֹון ּוֹנְׁ ֽח ֶשתgives rise to different English renderings of this verse,
such as, among others, “Can anyone smash iron, Iron from the north, or bronze?” (NASB; similar translation is also
followed by NIV, LEB, ESV), “Can iron and bronze break iron from the north?” (NRSV), and “Can iron break iron
and bronze?” (Tanakh). The translation of the LXX and the PJer, which has “Will iron be known? Your strength is a
bronze covering” and “[For he is] as hard as iron and as bronze” respectively, offers no further clue in solving this
mysterious verse.
On the difficulty of this verse, Holladay remarks, “Exegesis of this verse has given great difficulty, given
the uncertainty regarding the syntactic function of the nouns, the metaphorical reference of these nouns, and even
the identity of the verb … Duhm called the verse “clear nonsense,” and Volz described it as “quite obscure.”
Rudolph regards it as a corruption of 17:1, and Bright, suspecting this judgment to be correct, calls it textually
uncertain and omits it along with vv. 13–14.” Holladay, Jeremiah 1, 454. So far, all scholarly discussions on the
verse seem inconclusive.
60
See “Summary of Types of Changes,” 76-77.

234
the north come up to “help” or to “shatter”? Also, the TJer seems to ignore the fact that the
dangling object “bronze” could indicate the wall of bronze into which Yahweh had made
Jeremiah (15:20).
As we are lacking the knowledge of the interpretive principle underlying the present
verse, the most reasonable explanation is that the expansion could be due to the copyist’s error
known as “homoiarchon,” 61 which means similar beginnings, where the copyist unintentionally
rendered the beginning of a phrase twice. Thus, in one extant manuscript, i.e. 1473,62 the phrase
“A king who is as strong as iron shall come up to help” is omitted.

23:28
MT The prophet who has a dream, let him tell the dream, and [the prophet] who has a word,
let him speak my word. What has straw to do with grain? declares the Lord.
TJer The prophet with whom there is a dream, let him tell the dream; and with whomever is
my word, let him utter my word truly. Behold, just as a man separates the straw from
the grain, so one separates the wicked from the righteous, says the Lord.

In its context (23:25-32), the false prophet is accused of depending on dreams as a means
of revelation. However, a man’s dreams have nothing in common with the word of God, just as
straw has nothing to do with grain. In other words, the word of God is incomparable.
Interestingly, not only is the metaphor replaced by a simile in the TJer, but its meaning
(implication) is also altered. The simile is not used to compare man’s dream (=straw) to God’s
word (=grain); rather, it is used to compare the righteous (grain) to the wicked (=straw). The
righteous is to be separated from the wicked, just as the grain is to be separated from the straw. It

61
Ribera Florit could have mistakenly called this “homoioteleuton,” which refers to the similar endings.
See also Ribera Florit, Targum Jonatán de los Profetas posteriores en Tradición babilónica: Jeremías (Madrid:
Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Cientifias, 1992), 120, n. 1 [Spanish].
62
See Hayward, Jeremiah, 93, n. q, and 43. See also Ribera Florit, Targum Jonatán, 120, n. 1.
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seems that the Targum interprets this verse in light of God’s judgment, where straw (or chaff),
separated from grain, will be burnt (Isa 5:24; 47:14).

Simile63

For the treatments of similes in the TJer, six categories may be defined: 1) Retaining original
similes (without expansion or expansion); 2) Retaining original similes with explanation; 3)
Retaining original similes with expansion; 4) Making implied similes explicit; 5) Creating new
similes (not from metaphor); and 6) Dissolving similes.

Retaining Original Similes without Explanation or Expansion

As the meturgeman prefers similes over metaphors, certain Hebraic similes, whose meanings are
plain and straightforward, are retained as such in the Aramaic rendering. The following are but a
few of the examples which suffice to illustrate this translational phenomenon.
2:30b
MT Your sword has devoured your prophets, like a lion that destroys.
TJer Your sword has killed your prophets, like a lion that destroys.
4:17
MT
TJer

Like watchmen of a field, they were against her round about,
Like keepers of the field, they were against her from round about:

5:16
MT

His quiver is like an open grave,64 all of them are mighty men.
63

These are the original similes retained in the TJer, not including those similes converted from biblical
metaphors: 2:26, 30; 3:2; 4:4, 13(2x), 17, 31(2x); 5:9, 16, 26, 27, 29; 6:7, 9, 23(2x); 8:6; 9:8, 11, 21(2x); 10:5, 16;
11:19; 12:8; 13:10, 11, 21, 24; 14:6, 8(2x); 17:6, 8; 18:6, 13; 19:11, 12, 13; 20:9, 11, 16; 21:12; 23:9(2x), 12, 14(2x),
29; 24:2, 4, 8; 25:30, 34; 26:6, 9; 29:17, 22(2x); 30:6, 7; 31:10, 12, 18, 32; 33:22; 36:32; 38:4; 46:7(2x), 8(2x), 18,
21, 22; 48:6, 28, 36(2x), 38, 40, 41; 49:16, 18, 19(2x), 22(2x), 24; 50:8, 9, 11(2x), 42(2x), 44(2x); 51:19, 27, 33, 34,
38(2x), 40(2x); 52:22.
64
The LXX omits the first half of this verse.
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TJer
9:11
MT
TJer

His quiver is like an open grave: all of them are mighty men.

Why is the land destroyed and laid waste like the wilderness, without anyone passing
by?
Why is the land destroyed, and made desolate like the wilderness, without anyone
passing by?

9:21[=9:22]
MT The corpse of man will fall like dung upon the surface of the field, and like sheaf after
the reaper, and there is no one who gathers.
TJer The corpses of men shall be thrown like dung scattered over the surface of the field, and
like the sheaf (left) after the harvester, and there shall be no-one to gather it.
12:8a
MT My inheritance has become to me like a lion in the forest:
TJer My inheritance was before me like the lion in the forest:
13:24
MT And I will scatter them like straw, vanishing (lit. passing by) to the desert wind
TJer But I will scatter them like straw which passes away from before the wind to the
wilderness.
17:8a
MT For he will be like a tree planted by the water
TJer For he shall be like a tree that is planted by a fountain of water,
23:29
MT Is not my word like fire? Declares Yahweh, and like a hammer that smashes a rock?
TJer Are not all my words as strong as fire, says the Lord, and like the hammer which
shatters the rock?
26:6
MT
TJer

then I will make this house like Shiloh,
then I will make this house like Shiloh,

51:38
MT Together like lions they will roar; they will growl like young lions.
TJer Together like lions they shall roar; like young lions they shall lift up their voice.

Retaining Original Similes with explanation

In this category, similes are retained but further explanation is given for the sake of clarity.
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6:7a
MT
TJer

As a well keeps fresh its waters, so she keeps fresh her wickedness.65
Like a cistern which guarantees its waters, so the doers of evil continue and are
established in her midst.
In this simile, the ground of comparison is “continuity,” that is, how Jerusalem

continually keeps fresh her wickedness is compared to how a well keeps fresh its waters. Though
the simile is retained, the explanation is given in the second half of the Aramaic rendering. The
term “she,” which originally refers to the personified city of Jerusalem, is interpreted as “the
doers of evil,” who keep producing evil in Jerusalem. Because of this, the siege of Jerusalem is
imminent and inevitable (6:6).

13:11a
MT For as the loincloth clings to a man’s lions, so I caused to cling to me all the house of
Israel and all the house of Judah,
TJer For just as a girdle clings to a man’s loins, so I brought near to my service all the house
of Israel and all those of the house of Judah,
With “closeness” as the ground of comparison, this simile is used to compare how God’s
people are held closely to him as the loincloth is held closely to a man’s loins. The simile is
retained in the Aramaic rendering but with further clarification. As no man could cling to God
physically, so the anthropomorphic expression “I caused to cling to me” is removed and replaced
by “I brought near to my service,” which expresses the close relationship between God and his
people not in terms of proximity but in terms of serving God.

48:28
MT Leave the cities and dwell in the rock, O inhabitants of Moab, and be like the dove that
nests on the sides of the mouth of a pit.

According to Bullinger, the construction “as … so” is used to strengthen and heighten the comparison,
which makes the simile clearer. Bullinger, Figures of Speech, 730.
65
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TJer

Leave the cities and dwell in the rock, O inhabitants of Moab, and be like the dove, who
leaves the mouth of her dove-cote and who rests and dwells in the lowest part of the
pit.
In the TJer, the simile is retained, but the ambiguous Hebrew phrase י־פ ַּחת
ָּ “ ְׁב ֶע ְׁב ֵרי ִפin the

sides of the mouth of a pit”66 is given more elaboration so as to provide an intelligible rendering
to the audience. Despite the differences, “inaccessibility” remains as the ground of comparison
for the simile in both version.

48:40
MT For thus says the Lord, “Behold, he will swoop down like an eagle and spread his wings
against Moab.”
TJer For thus says the Lord: “Behold, like the eagle which is flying, so a king with his troops
shall go up and encamp against Moab.

In the TJer, while the simile is retained (in an inverted order), the anonymous subject
“he,” who is about to attack Moab, is interpreted as “a king with his troops.”67

51:34
MT Nebuchadnezzar king of Babylon has devoured me [and] sucked me dry, he has made
me an empty vessel, he swallowed me like a monster, he has filled his belly with my
delicacies, he has rinsed me.
TJer Jerusalem said: “Nebuchadnezzar the king of Babylon has plundered my possessions
and destroyed me; he has scattered me like an empty vessel; he has swallowed me up
like the sea-monster; he has filled his treasure-house with the good things of my land;
he has taken me into exile.”

It is obvious that the simile as a sea monster is retained in the Aramaic rendering but with
interpretation. In this simile, Nebuchadnezzar is likened to a gluttonous sea monster, whose

66
“Beyond the mouth of the chasm” (NASB), “on the sides of the mouth of a gorge” (NRSV), “at the
mouth of a cave” (NIV), “high on the sides of a ravine” (NET), “at the mouth of a pit” (LXX).
67
The phrase “a king with his troops” occurs 8 times in the TJer: 4:13; 5:6; 8:16; 48:40; 49:19, 22; 50:44;
51:42. All appear as targumic additions to the MT.
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various actions taken toward Jerusalem are rendered literally in the TJer: “plundered my
possessions” becomes “devoured me,” “sucked me dry” is rendered as “destroyed me,” “made
me an empty vessel” is changed to “scattered me like an empty vessel,” “filled his belly with my
delicacies” is interpreted as “filled his treasure-house with the good things of my land,” and
lastly, “rinsed me” is replaced with “taken me into exile.”

Retaining Original Similes with Expansion

We are aware of the fact that there is no clear line between explanation and expansion. This
category is set apart from the previous category only for the purpose of illustration. Otherwise
they can be grouped together in the same category.

46:7-8a
MT 7 Who is this that rises like the Nile, like the rivers whose waters surge? 8 Egypt rises
like the Nile, and like the rivers whose waters surge.
TJer 7. Who is this who goes up with his army like the cloud which goes up and covers
the earth, like a fountain of water whose waters are tossed about? 8. Pharaoh the king
of Egypt who goes up with his army like the cloud which goes up and covers the
earth, and like a fountain of water whose waters are tossed about:

There are four similes found in this verse. The two similes in v. 7 are repeated (almost
verbatim) in v. 8a as the latter serves as the answers to the rhetorical question raised in v. 7.
However, while all similes are preserved in the Targum, the first (and also the third) simile is
expanded, giving more details about the one who is rising: “Who is this” becomes “Who is this
who goes up with his army,” and “like the Nile” becomes “like the cloud which goes up and
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covers the earth.”68 It is noteworthy that in v. 8a, the nation “Egypt” is replaced with the person
“Pharaoh the king of Egypt.”

46:22
MT Her sound is like the snake gliding away;69 for they march in force, and with axes they
come to her like those who chop trees.
TJer The sound of the rattling of their weapons is like creeping serpents; for with armies
they shall come against them, and like men who come with axes to cut down the trees of
the forest.

Though the Targum retains the two similes, the content of the first simile has been
modified. In the MT, the first simile “her sound is like the snake gliding away” compares Egypt
to a snake gliding away, when she is driven away from her land by the enemies. This comparison
is altered in the TJer, in which “the sound of the rattling of their weapons” is compared to the
creeping serpents. Though it is unclear from the context, the revised metaphor in the TJer seems
to describe not the fleeing Egyptians but the invading enemies, each with his weapons, who
come to her like woodcutter (cf. TJer 22:7).

Making Implied Simile Explicit

For those similes in the MT where the comparative particles are absent, the meturgeman will
rectify the error by adding those particles, not only to make the comparison clearer but also
grammatically correct.

68
Hayward remarks that such rendering could probably be due to the influence of TJer 4:13, which reads
“Behold, a king with his troops shall go up against them, like the cloud which goes up and covers the land; and his
chariots are like whirl-winds, his horses swifter than eagles. Woe to us, for he is coming to plunder us.” Hayward,
Targum Jeremiah, 167, n. 6.
69
The Hebrew text קֹולּה ַּּכנָּ ָּחש יֵ ֵלְך
ָּ can also be translated as “Her sound goes like the snake.”
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3:20
MT
TJer

Surely, [as] a woman departs treacherously from her lover, so ()ּכן
ֵ you have dealt
treacherously with me, O house of Israel, declares the Lord.
Thus, as a woman deals falsely with her husband, so have you lied against my Memra, O
house of Israel, says the Lord.”

Though the language of the MT is ambiguous, the comparative relationship between the
first two lines in the MT can still be discerned from the context, that is, the unfaithful Israel is
compared to an unfaithful wife. Also, the presence of  ֵּכןsuggests that the  ְּׁכfound in the common
pair  ְּׁכ … ֵּכןis intended, even though it is somehow omitted in the protasis.70 Such ambiguity is
unacceptable to the metugerman, who rectifies the error by inserting the preposition כ ָּמא,
ְׁ making
the simile explicit.

17:11
MT [as] a partridge that hatches eggs that it has not laid, [so] is he who amasses wealth by
unjust means
TJer Behold, like the partridge which gathers eggs which are not his own, and hatches the
broods which shall not follow him, so is every wicked man who acquires goods unjustly:

In the Hebrew, this verse is made up of two independent clauses, in which the
comparative relationship between the clauses can only be derived from the context, as the
comparative particles (“as … so”) used for comparison are missing from the Hebrew text. In the
TJer, the comparative relationship between the two clauses is made explicit by linking the two
clauses by the common pair of the comparative particles  ֵכיןand ּכ.
ְׁ

70

Waltke and O’Connor, Biblical Hebrew Syntax, 641-42, § 38.5
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Creating New Similes (not from Metaphors)71

On few occasions, new similes are introduced even when the meaning of the Hebrew is plain.

4:16a
MT Report to the nations! Behold, announce to Jerusalem: Besiegers (lit. “watchers) are
coming from a distant land.
TJer Remind the nations! Behold, announce to Jerusalem. Say: “The troops of the nations,
robbers like grape-gatherers, are coming from a land far off;
Clearly, the term “ ֹנ ְׁצ ִריםbesieger” is interpreted as “the troops of the nations,” in the TJer.
These troops are further characterized as “robber,” who are likened to grape-gatherers, who will
come and glean (or plunder) thoroughly (cf. 6:9; 49:9).

8:13
MT
TJer

I will surely gather them, declares the Lord, there will no grapes on the vine, and no figs
on the tree, and their leaves will wither;
I will surely destroy them, says the Lord, and they shall come to an end like grapes
cease from a vine, and like the poor figs from the fig tree, and like a leaf from a tree;
The meaning of the Hebrew term “ א ְׁס ֵפםI will gather them” (from the root  )אסףin the

first colon is debatable, as it could also be read as יפם
ֵ “ ֲא ִסI will destroy them” (from the root
)סוף.72 As the above translation follows the first reading, the next three lines are understood as
the result of what God has gathered: He gathers nothing: no grapes, no figs, but only withered
leaves!

71

2:7; 4:16; 8:13(3x), 21; 9:24; 12: 5(2x); 14:2; 15:4; 25:38; 38:9; 50:16.
See BHS critical note; Hayward, Targum Jeremiah, 74, n. 13. On the other hand, Holladay views that
this demonstrates Jeremiah’ s mastery of plays on words, who surely had both meanings (“gather” and “destroy”) in
his mind. See William L. Holladay, “Style, Irony, and Authenticity in Jeremiah,” JBL 81 (1962): 44-54, on 45.
72
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However, the TJer follows the second reading and renders it twice with two different
Aramaic terms, viz. יציֹנּון
ֵ “ ֲא ֵשI will destroy” (from the root )שיצי, and “ סּופּוןthey shall come to
an end” (from the root )סוף. The TJer then changes the next three lines of the MT into three
similes, not indicating what God has destroyed, but describing the disastrous consequence of
God’s people when God’s punishment befalls upon them.

38:9
MT

TJer

My Lord the king, these men have done evil in all that they have done to Jeremiah whom
they have cast into the cistern, and he will die in it because of starving, for there is no
more bread in the city.
My lord the king, these men have done evil, in all that they have done to Jeremiah the
prophet whom they have cast into the pit: he is like a dead man in his place because of
the famine; for there is no longer any bread in the city.
In the TJer, the simple expression “he will die” is changed to a simile “he is like a dead

man.” The motivation behind such change is uncertain, possibly to remove any disrespectful
language toward the prophet, or to be more forceful in describing how critical is Jeremiah’s
situation.

46:16b
MT Get up, and let us return to our people and to the land of our birth because of the sword
of the oppressor.
TJer Rise up, and let us return to our people and to the land of our birth from before the
sword of the enemy which is like wine which makes men drunk.
In the TJer, the Hebrew expression “ ֶח ֶרב ַּהיֹוֹנָּ הthe sword of the oppressor,” a figure for
the destructive power of the enemy, is usually expanded with a simile, which likens the enemy’s
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sword to wine that intoxicates men (cf. 25:38; 50:16).73 In the context of this verse, the mixed
multitude of Egyptian troops and mercenaries are made powerless to act in their defense during
the threat of the Babylonian attack.

Dissolving Similes

In this example, the simile is dissolved for the sake of removing the anthropomorphic language.

14:9
MT
TJer

Why are you like a confused man, like a warrior who is not able to save? Yet you are
in our midst, O Yahweh, and your name is called upon us; do not forsake us.
Why does your anger hover over us when we are taken into exile and forsaken? You, O
mighty One, are able to redeem, and as for you, your Shekhina is among us, O Lord, and
your Name has been called over us: you will not forsake us.”

In the MT, God is overtly accused and compared to a confused man, or a warrior
powerless to save. Hence, not only the similes are removed in view of to the blasphemous
language, the original meaning of the text is reversed, reaffirming that Yahweh, indeed, is the
mighty One, and He is able to save.

Conclusion

The above discussion has demonstrated how biblical metaphors and similes are treated in the
TJer. Unlike some modern scholars, the meturgemanim make a sharp distinction between
metaphors and similes. To them, the meaning of metaphors is always non-literal and tacit, and

73

This is another inconsistency found in Hayward’s translation of the TJer. The Aramaic expression

 ַּכ ֲח ַּמר ְׁמ ַּרוְׁ יָּ אoccurs 3 times in the TJer, which are rendered differently in English, though giving the same
meaning: “which was like wine which intoxicated” (25:38), “which is like wine which makes men drunk” (46:16),
and “which was like wine which inebriates” (50:16).
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could lead to misunderstanding if the audience lack the ability to interpret them correctly. Hence,
except in a few cases in which metaphors remain unchanged, metaphors will either be dissolved
or resolved. In the former case, metaphors are usually replaced with the literal/concrete meaning
to make the comparison more clear and straightforward, while in the latter, metaphors are always
resolved into simple similes or similes extended with comparison. As similes make the
comparison clearly with the preposition ּכ,
ְׁ the meturgemanim tend to give preference for similes
over metaphors. Such treatment of metaphors and similes has become one of the key
translational techniques practiced by the meturgemanim in translating the biblical metaphors and
similes.

CHAPTER EIGHT

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The main concern of this study has been the analysis of the interpretative insights in the Targum
to the book of Jeremiah. The study began with a brief introduction in Chapter One. In the second
chapter, a brief survey of previous scholarship on the subject matter provided us a basic
understanding of the nature of ancient literatures as well as various translation techniques
commonly employed in translating the Hebrew text into Aramaic. Such understanding facilitated
our research in identifying those techniques used in the TJer. As in all the Targumim, the TJer
consists of two types of translation: literal and interpretive. The literal translation seeks to
respond to every word in the Hebrew Bible, grammatically and stylistically, while the
interpretative expansions are additional materials added to the original text due to various
underlying purposes. Some of these expansions aim to fill up the gaps to clarify difficult biblical
passages; others seek to protect the honor of God or Israel; others intend to bring the biblical text
into conformity with rabbinic ideology of that time; still others attempt to teach the audience, and
apply biblical teaching to their own situation.
The third chapter offered a summary of the notable differences from the Hebrew in the
text of the TJer. Although the author made a word-for-word comparison between the Hebrew
and the Aramaic texts, only representative examples were given for illustration. The table at the
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end of this chapter shows that, besides the word-for-word translation, there are at least sixteen
types of changes (or translation techniques) observable in the TJer. Among the changes, the most
common are additions and grammatical changes. Wherever necessary, the Targum tends to fill
up the supposed gaps in the Hebrew text with new materials, especially terse and compact poetic
oracles in order to present a more intelligible rendering to the audience. Meanwhile, the
meturgemanim would take pains to rectify any apparent grammatical anomalies in the Hebrew
text, which were intolerable to them in order to improve the precise meaning of the text.
G These include the concept of God, prophets and prophecy, respectful attitude toward
Israel, exile, Torah, and idolatry. In the fourth chapter, prime attention is given to the crucial
theme of the TJer, namely the concept of God. Besides substituting the Tetragrammaton with the
unique Aramaic term יוי, the TJer uses the term  אלהto refer to Yahweh only, while its Hebrew
equivalent refers to both Yahweh and the pagan gods. The Targum, while faithfully following
the MT in reflecting the nature of God, sometimes adds further emphasis to it. For instance, the
biblical belief in absolute monotheism receives further assertion in the TJer, mainly due to
rabbinic influence. Like all other Targumim, the meturgeman has carefully removed or modified
biblical anthropomorphisms in the TJer to safeguard the transcendence of God. The TJer would
do so, either by avoiding using human parts in relation to God, or by using such intermediary
buffer terms as “Memra” or “Shekinah,” or by avoiding making God the subject or the object of
an action in relation to humans, or by removing any seemingly blasphemous language toward
God.
The fifth chapter concerns the topic of prophets and prophecy, another important theme
in the TJer. The TJer seems more zealous than the MT to mention the prophet’s personal name,
which has 4 occurrences more than that in the MT, either to clarify the text (Jeremiah as the
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speaker [8:21], Jeremiah as the author of the letter [10:11], and Jeremiah as the addressee
[12:5]), or to reflect intertextual influence (31:15).
This chapter continues to explore five prominent roles of the prophet as presented in the
TJer: as a messenger of God, as a servant of God, as a scribe, as a teacher, and as an
eschatologist. As a messenger of God, only the true prophet is sent by God to proclaim his Word.
As a servant of God, the targumic addition stresses that the prophet acts as an instrument through
which the Word of God is taught to God’s people (TJer 32:33). As a scribe, which is used to
replace the term “prophet,” the prophet-turned-scribe no longer functions as the traditional
prophet, but as a prominent religious leader in the society. As a teacher of the Law, the
scribe/sage gradually comes to substitute for the prophet as the authoritative interpreter of the
Word of God, hence assuming a new function. Lastly, influenced by the Jewish eschatological
ideology, the prophet is transformed into an eschatologist in the Targum. Four eschatological
features are supplemented in the TJer: (1) the fate of the wicked, (2) the Messiah, (3) the days of
consolation, and (4) the second death. The TJer explicitly states that the wicked who transgress
the Memra of God and forsake the worship of God are destined to fall into Gehinnom (TJer
17:13). For the Messiah, the TJer offers additional information about the Anointed one who is
coming: He will come as a promised king and undertake the priestly function. In the TJer, the
day of consolation, which refers to the day when the dead are restored to life to receive the
rewards, clearly points to the day of the future restoration of both the Northern and Southern
Kingdom (31:6, 26). Lastly, the expression “second death,” which refers to the eternal torment
and punishment of the wicked, appears twice in the oracle of judgment against Babylon, stating
that the wicked Babylon will suffer the same fate as that of the wicked in the world to come.
Such interpretation indirectly betrays the political inclination of the meturgemanim, who could
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have cursed Rome, the greatest enemy of the Jews in the first century A.D., symbolized by
Babylon, to die the second death.
Chapter Six examines four additional topics in the TJer, which include (1) Respectful
attitude toward Israel, (2) Exile, (3) Torah, and (4) Idolatry. Respect for Israel is one of the
unique translation traits that characterizes the Targumim, setting them apart from all other
ancient versions of the Hebrew Bible. These kinds of additions are most frequent in the
Palestinian Targumim; however, there are still 9 examples in the TJer. The changes made in
these instances intend to show favoritism to Israel (1:10; 3:19; 4:2), to remove vulgar language
descriptive of Israel (2:20, 24; 13:27), to show Israel’s true repentance (2:27), to justify Israel’s
trustworthiness (2:26), and to show respect to a Judean king (15:4). Such renderings, however,
sacrifice the literal meaning of the original text to present to the audience an untarnished image
of Israel, who are worthy of admiration and emulation.
In the second topic, the notion of exile in the TJer is examined. The lexical analysis
betrays that while the verb ֹגלה, denoting “to exile,” occurs 19 times in the MT, its Aramaic
cognate has 78 occurrences in the TJer, among which 46 reflect other Hebrew verbs and 12 are
targumic additions. Also, the Aramaic noun ֹגלו, appears 35 times in the TJer, compared to 15
times in the MT. In addition, the Aramaic term  טלטלand its derivatives, with no corresponding
cognate in the MT, has 21 occurrences in the TJer, translating various Hebrew terms. The
strikingly high usage of terms relating to exile in the TJer reveals that the notion of exile has
indeed become an interpretive lens through which the meturgemanim interpreted and
contemporized the MT. Such interpretive homiletics not only helped the meturgeman and his
audience understand the text in the past, but more importantly, helped them view the text as
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speaking to their own day.1 In other words, the Aramaic rendering of the term “exile” seems to
help address the synagogal community in their own situation, making them perceive themselves
as still in a state of exile.2 With this perception in mind, the meturgeman would deviate from the
literal translation by adding explanatory phrases to justify God’s cruel action in exiling his
people. Such justifying phrases not only upheld God’s righteousness, even in the event of exile
but also underscored the culpability of Israel who deserved such divine punishment. Clearly,
such deviation has both homiletic and didactic purposes to demand the audience to engage in
proper behavior toward God.
The third topic discussed in chapter six was the attitude of the TJer toward Torah. Our
investigation showed that the TJer has at least 18 additional references to the Torah than the MT.
These additional references are interpretive expansions, either already implied in the MT, or
superimposed in the TJer without any exegetical relationship to the source text. In the Targum,
“One’s attitude to God is measured by one’s attitude to the Law.”3 Thus, for instance, Israel is
rebuked for “transgressing the Torah” (= “evil deeds” in the MT), and is urged to return to “the
Torah” (= “Yahweh” in the MT; 31:21); the people of Judah were condemned for offering child
sacrifices which God did not demand “in the Torah” (7:31; 19:5; 32:35); Israel will receive the
land as their reward in the future “for keeping the Torah” (31:6); and God will renew his
relationship with Israel in the future by enabling them to “pursue the Torah” (31:22). With the
Torah becoming increasingly important and central not only to the belief but also to the daily life
of the Jewish community, the meturgeman would be naturally predisposed to interpret the
Hebrew text from the particular perspective of the Torah.

1
Daniel J. Harrington, “Interpretative Homiletics in Targum Jonathan of Judges 5,” CBQ 46 (1986): 43242, at 439.
2
See “Miscellaneous Topics,” 195.
3
McNamara, Targum, 241.
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Given this renewed emphasis on the Torah during the targumic period, a new identity and
function was ascribed to the prophets, who become the authoritative teachers of the Torah. They
teach and give “instruction” ( )אולפןto the people of God. Thus, on 15 occasions, including one
targumic addition, various Hebrew terms are translated as “instruction.” Most importantly,
“instruction” is directly related to prophecy in TJer 18:18 (cf. 22:21).
The Fourth topic examined in chapter six was idolatry. The targumic polemic against
idolatry is clearly attested to by the high number of occurrences of the term(s) relating to idolatry
in the Aramaic text when compared to the Hebrew text. The Aramaic term  טעוappears at least 59
times, while the total occurrence of three Hebrew terms carrying the meaning of “idol” is only 6
times. In the TJer, nine other Hebrew terms are also rendered as טעו, among which is the term
ֹלהים
ִ  ֱאused to refer to the pagan gods. The Targum intentionally avoids applying the same term
for both the holy and the profane so as to draw a clear and sharp line between them. Also, there
are 12 targumic additions, found only in the expansive materials, which are little expected in the
context but are rendered such. The targumic polemic against idolatry is further intensified by the
unique Aramaic terms used for pagan altars and pagan priests. Interestingly, the rendering of the
names of the nine pagan gods in the TJer is quite inconsistent. In some cases, the inconsistent
rendering of the names seems to deny the existence of the pagan gods, but in others, the names
are rendered literally. In short, the targumic treatment reveals that the Babylonian exile did not
bring total eradication of idolatry, which seemed to continue to pose threats to the Jews during
the targumic era.
Lastly, the seventh chapter was devoted to discussing the targumic treatment of biblical
metaphors and similes. Our analysis affirmed the fact that the TJer does make a sharp distinction
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between metaphors and similes, and apply a general translation principle that sets its preference
on metaphors over similes, as the latter is simply clearer than the former in presenting a
figurative comparison. As our investigation has observed, the biblical metaphors are treated with
at least three different ways in the TJer. While some of them remain unchanged and others are
replaced with their literal/concrete meaning, most of them are transformed into similes, explicitly
exhibiting the original figurative comparison. However, the motivation behind these different
treatments is unknown, which might deserve a further study. Similarly, the biblical similes also
receive different treatment in the TJer. While most them are retained, some of them are expanded
with explanations. In a few cases, the implied biblical similes are made explicit, while in others
brand new similes are created. On one occasion, a simile is dissolved to remove its
anthropomorphic language. All in all, due to this translation principle, though not without
inconsistency, the Aramaic rendering is able to offer insights in interpreting and understanding
those biblical metaphors which are difficult and mysterious in nature.
The study on the translation and interpretation of the Targum to Jeremiah has produced
several observations as discussed below.
1)

The work of a great litterateur
Drazin and Wagner’s comment, “The Onkelos translation is the work of a brilliant

human,”4 can also be applied to Targum Jonathon in general and the TJer in particular. Though
the TJer, by its nature, is a translation, it is indeed a literary masterpiece. No reader of the
Targumim could fail to be amazed by the masterful skill of the meturgemanim displayed in their
translation. Most of the time, the meturgemanim would attempt to offer a word-for-word

4

Israel Drazin and Stanley M. Wagner, Onkelos on the Torah: Genesis (Jerusalem: Gefen Publishing
House, 2006), xxiv.
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translation faithful to the original. But sometimes, they do feel obligated to alter or expand the
text to suit their own context and purpose. Such alterations and expansions are so skillfully and
seamlessly made in the translation that they are not easily discerned unless both the Aramaic and
Hebrew texts are read synoptically. Hence, it would not be overstated that the meturgeman is
indeed a great litterateur by himself.
The following examples offer a glimpse into the various types of translation skillfully
produced by the meturgeman in the TJer.

Literal word-for-word translation5
The meturgeman presents a word-for-word translation of the Hebrew text, perfectly reflecting
the original text (e.g., word order, number of word, grammar, syntax, etc).

2:30
MT

יכם | ְּׁכ ַּא ְׁריֵ ה ַּמ ְׁש ִחית
ֶ יא
ֵ מּוסר לא ָּל ָּקחּו | ָּא ְׁכ ָּלה ַּח ְׁר ְׁב ֶכם ֹנְׁ ִב
ָּ | יכם
ֶ ֵת־בֹנ
ְׁ יתי ֶא
ִ ַּל ָּשוְׁ א ִה ֵּכ

TJer

מח ֵביל
ַּ יאיכֹון | ְׁכ ַּאריָּ א ִד
ֵ רבכֹון ֹנְׁ ִב
ְׁ לפן ָּלא ַּק ִבילּו | ַּק ֵט ַּילת ַּח
ָּ יתי יָּ ת ְׁבֹנֵ יכֹון | ֻא
ִ לק
ֵ ְׁל ַּמֹגָּ ן ַּא

MT

In vain I have smitten your children | they have received instruction |
Your sword has devoured your prophets | like a destroying lion.
In vain I have smitten your children | they have not received instruction |
Your sword has killed your prophets | like a lion that destroys.

TJer

6:21
MT
TJer
MT

TJer

אבדּו
ֵ ּובֹנִ ים י ְַּׁח ָּדו | ָּש ֵכן וְׁ ֵרעֹו י
ָּ | ָּאבֹות

ל־ה ָּעם ַּהזֶ ה ִמ ְׁכש ִלים | וְׁ ָּכ ְׁשלּו ָּבם
ָּ ָּל ֵֹ֗כן ּכה ָּא ַּמר יְׁ הוָּ ה | ִהֹנְׁ ֹנִ י ֹנ ֵתן ֶא

יבדּון
ְׁ ֵיביה י
ֵ חדא | ְׁמֹגִ יר וְׁ ָּק ִר
ָּ קלן | וְׁ יִ ַּתקלּון ְׁבהֹון | ֲא ָּב ָּהן ּובֹנִ ין ַּכ
ָּ יתי ַּעל ַּע ָּמא ָּה ֵדין ַּת
ֵ ְׁב ֵכין ִכדֹנָּ ן ֲא ַּמר יוי | ָּה ְׁאֹנָּ א ֵמ

Therefore, thus says the Lord | Behold, I am bringing stumbling blocks against this
people | and they will stumble on them | fathers and sons together | neighbor and his
friend will perish.
Therefore, thus says the Lord | Behold, I am bringing stumbling-blocks against this
people | and they shall stumble on them | fathers and sons together | a neighbor and his
near-relation shall perish.

5

See “Literary Review,” 26.
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Literal word-for-word translation with detachable additions
The meturgeman presents a word-for-word translation extended with detachable additions, either
with buffer words (e.g., 26:2) or larger additions (1:6; 31:26). These detachable additions are
skillfully woven into the Hebrew text without disturbing the structure of the original sentence.

26:2
MT

הּודה ַּה ָּב ִאים ְׁל ִה ְׁש ַּת ֲחֹות ֵבית־יְׁ הוָּ ה | ֵאת
ֹ֗ ָּ ְׁל־ע ֵרי י
ָּ ל־ּכ
ָּ הוה | ֲעמד ַּב ֲח ַּצר ֵבית־יְׁ הוָּ ה | וְׁ ִד ַּב ְׁר ָּת ַּע
ָֹּ֗ ְּׁכה ָּא ַּמר י
ל־תֹגְׁ ַּרע ָּד ָּבר
ִ יהם | ַּא
ֶ יתיָך ְׁל ַּד ֵבר ֲא ֵל
ִ ִל־ה ְׁד ָּב ִרים ֲא ֶשר ִצּו
ַּ ָּּכ

TJer

הּודה ְׁד ָּע ִלין ְׁל ִמסֹגַּ ד ְׁב ֵבית
ָּ ְׁקד ָּשא ַּדיוי | וְׁ ִתתֹנַּ ֵבי ַּעל ָּכל ִקרוַּ יָּ א ְׁד ֵבית י
ְׁ ִכ ְׁדֹנָּ ן ֲא ַּמר יוי | קּום ְׁב ָּד ַּרת ֵבית ַּמ
ידתך ְׁל ִאתֹנַּ ָּב ָּאה ְׁלהֹון | ָּלא ִתמֹנַּ ע ִפתֹגָּ ם׃
ָּ קד ָּשא ַּדיוי | יָּ ת ָּכל ִפתֹגָּ ַּמיָּ א ְׁד ַּפ ֵק
ְׁ ַּמ

MT

TJer

Thus says the Lord | Stand in the court of the house of the Lord | and speak to all the
cities of Judah that come to worship in the house of the Lord | all the words that I have
commanded you to speak to them | do not omit a word.
Thus says the Lord | Stand in the court of the house of the sanctuary of the Lord | and
prophesy concerning all the cities of the house of Judah which go up to worship in the
house of the sanctuary of the Lord | all the words which I have commanded you to
prophesy to them | do not withhold a word.

1:6
MT

--------------------- | | ִּכי־ֹנַּ ַּער ָּאֹנ ִכי

TJer

יּותי ָּע ָּקא וְׁ ֹגָּ לּו
ִ ּומ ֵש ָּר
ִ | ֹלהים | ָּהא ֵלית ֲאֹנָּ א יָּ ַּדע ְׁל ִאתֹנַּ ָּב ָּאה | ֲא ֵרי ָּר ֵבי ֲאֹנָּ א
ִ עּותי יוי ֲא
ִ וַּ ֲא ַּמ ִרית | ַּק ֵביל ָּב

 ֲא ָּהּה ֲאדֹנָּ י יְׁ הֹוִ ה | ִהנֵ ה לא־יָּ ַּד ְׁע ִתי ַּד ֵבר------ |

וָּ א ַּמר

ֲאֹנָּ א ִמתֹנַּ ֵבי ַּעל ַּע ָּמא ַּה ֵדין
MT
TJer

Then I said | Alas, Lord God | Behold, I do not know how to speak | because I am a
youth.
But I said | Receive my petition, O Lord God | See, I do not know how to prophesy |
because I am a youth | and from my beginning I have been prophesying trouble and
exile about this people.
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31:26
MT

| -------------  ֱה ִקיצ ִתי וָּ ֶא ְׁר ֶאה-------------------------------------------------  | ַּעל־זאת--------ּושֹנָּ ִתי ָּע ְׁר ָּבה ִּל
ְׁ

TJer

| יתי ֲא ַּמר ֹנְׁ ִב ָּיא ִא ְׁת ַּע ִרית וַּ חזֵ ית ַּת ִבית ְׁד ַּמ ִכית
ֵ יֹומי ֹנַּ ָּח ָּמ ָּתא ַּד ֲע ִת ִידין לְׁ ֵמ
ֵ סֹור ָּתא ְׁד
ְׁ ֲא ַּמר ֹנְׁ ִב ָּיא | ַּעל ָּדא ְׁב
ֹנתי ֲהֹנָּ ַּתֹנִ י
ִ וְׁ ִש

MT
TJer

At this I awoke and looked | and my sleep was pleasant to me.
The prophet said | Because of this good news about the days of consolation which are
about to come, I awoke, said the prophet, and saw; I slept again, and my sleep was
pleasant to me.

Interpretive word-for-word translation
The meturgeman offers a word-for-word translation, with substitutions of certain word(s) that
either supplement(s) the text with additional information or give(s) the text a whole new
meaning.

1:8
MT
TJer
MT
TJer

3:2
MT

| ֹנְׁ ֻאם־יְׁ הוָּ ה

י־א ְׁתָך ֲאֹנִ י ְׁל ַּה ִצ ֶלָך
ִ | ִּכ

יהם
ֶ ֵל־ת ָּירא ִמ ְׁפֹנ
ִ ַּא

בּותך | ֲא ַּמר יוי
ָּ ָּימ ִרי ְׁל ֵשיז
ְׁ דחל ִמן ֳק ָּד ֵמיהֹון | ֲא ֵרי ְׁב ַּס ֲע ָּדך ֵמ
ַּ ָּלא ִת
Do not be afraid of them | for I am with you to deliver you | declares the Lord.
Do not be afraid from before them | for my Memra will be at your assistance to deliver
you | says the Lord.

יפי ֶא ֶרץ
ִ ִל־ד ָּר ִכים ָּי ַּש ְׁב ְׁת ָּל ֶהם | ַּּכ ֲע ָּר ִבי ַּב ִּמ ְׁד ָּבר | וַּ ַּת ֲחֹנ
ְׁ ל־ש ָּפיִ ם ְּׁור ִֹ֗אי | ֵאיפה לא ֻשגַּ ְׁל ְׁת | ַּע
ְׁ י־עיֹנַּ יִ ְך ַּע
ֵ ְׁש ִא
ּוב ָּר ָּע ֵתְך
ְׁ ֹנּותיִ ְך
ַּ ְׁ| ִבז

TJer

שריהֹון
ֵ אֹורחת ֵבית ִמ
ָּ
תח ַּברת לִ יך לְׁ ִמפלַּ ח ְׁל ָּט ֲעוָּ ָּתא | ַּעל
ַּ יכה ָּלא ִא
ָּ ֹגדין וַּ חזַּ א | ֵא
ִ ִקּופי ֵעיֹנַּ ך ַּעל ֹנ
ִ ְׁז
שתיך׃
ִ ּובב
ִ טעּותיך
ִ
רעא | ִב
ָּ דב ָּרא | וְׁ ַּחיֵ יבת ַּא
ְׁ רב ֵאי ְׁד ָּש ַּרן ִבשכּוֹנִ ין ְׁב ַּמ
ָּ אֹוריכת ְׁלהֹון | ְׁכ ַּע
ֵ

MT

TJer

Lift your eyes upon the bare heights and see | where have you not been ravished | By the
roads you sat for them | like an Arab in the dessert | and you have defiled the land | with
your fornication and with your wickedness.
Lift up your eyes upon the paths and see. Where have you not associated to worship
idols? On the road to their dwelling-place you have waited for them | like the Arabs who
dwell in tents in the wilderness | and the land has become guilty | through your idols
and through your evil.
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3:4
MT

ֲהלֹוא ֵמ ַּע ָּתה ָּק ָּראתי ִלי | ָּא ִבי ַּאּלּוף ֹנְׁ ֻע ַּרי ָּא ָּתה

TJer

ֲה ָּלא ִמ ְׁכ ַּען ְׁת ַּצלַּ ן ֳק ָּד ַּמי | ִרבֹוֹנִ י ַּאת ָּפ ְׁר ִקי ְׁד ִמן ָּע ְׁל ָּמא

MT
TJer

Have you not just now called to me | My father, you are the friend of my youth?
Will you not pray before me from now on | My Lord, You are my redeemer who are
from of old?

Extended interpretive translation
The meturgeman produces a highly interpretative translation, which is so well merged with the
Hebrew text that not only is the expansive material undetachable from the original text, but the
Hebrew text is beyond recovery in the translation.
6:296
MT ֹנָּ ַּחר ַּמ ֻפ ַּח ֵמ ִא ְׁש ַּתם ע ָּפ ֶרת ַּל ָּשוְׁ א ָּצ ַּרף ָּצרֹוף וְׁ ָּר ִעים לא ֹנִ ָּתקּו
TJer

ּוכא ָּב ָּרא
ֲ יתא וְׁ ָּלא ָּתבּו
ָּ אֹור
ָּ ֹנביַּ יָּ א ְׁד ִמתֹנַּ ַּבן ְׁלהֹון תּובּו ְׁל
ִ ֹנּורא ֵכין ָּחש ָּק ְׁלהֹון ִד
ָּ ָּהא ְׁכ ַּמ ָּשב ֹנַּ ָּפ ִחין ְׁד ָּח ַּרר ְׁבֹגֹו
כּורא ֵכין ֲהוַּ ָּאה ְׁב ִט ָּילן ְׁב ֵעיֹנֵ יהֹון ִמ ֵילי ֹנְׁ ִביַּ יָּ א ְׁד ִמתֹנַּ ַּבן ְׁלהֹון ָּלא ַּל ֲהֹנָּ ָּאה ַּא ֵליפּוֹנּון ַּמ ְׁל ֵפיהֹון
ָּ תמ ֵסי ְׁבֹגֹו
ְׁ ְׁד ִמ
ישיָּ א ָּלא ְׁש ַּבקּו
ַּ עּוב ֵדיהֹון ִב
ָּ ְׁו

MT
TJer

The bellows blow fiercely | the lead is consumed by the fire | In vain the refining goes on
| but the wicked are not separated.
Behold, like bellows which blow what is burnt in the midst of the fire, so the voice of
their prophets is silent, who prophesy to them: ‘Return to the Law’! but they have not
returned | And like lead which is melted in the smelting-pot, so the words of the prophets
who prophesy to them were void in their eyes. Their teachers have taught them without
profit, and they have not forsaken their evil deeds.

12:57
MT

בֹוט ַּח וְׁ ֵאיְך ַּת ֲע ֶשה ִבֹגְׁ אֹון
ֵ ּוב ֶא ֶרץ ָּשלֹום ַּא ָּתה
ְׁ ּסּוסים
ִ ת־ה
ַּ ת־רֹגְׁ ִלים ַּר ְׁצ ָּתה וַּ יַּ ְׁלאּוָך וְׁ ֵאיְך ְׁת ַּת ֲח ֶרה ֶא
ַּ ִּכי ֶא
ַּהיַּ ְׁר ֵדן
יכ ֵדין ַּאת
ְׁ ּולאי וְׁ ֵא
ֵ ֹגל ַּאיָּ א
ָּ רהט ִעם ִר
ַּ ברא ִד
ָּ ֻעּותיה ֹנְׁ ִביָּ א ַּאת ָּד ֵמי ְׁלֹג
ֵ רמיָּ ה ֹנְׁ ִביָּ א ַּעל ָּב
ְׁ ִיּובתא ְׁלי
ָּ ְׁדֹנָּ א ְׁת

TJer

יכ ֵדין ַּאת ְׁמ ַּד ֵמי ְׁל ַּמ ֲע ַּבד
ְׁ תב ַּטח וְׁ ֹנָּ ֵפיל וְׁ ֵא
ְׁ ּובא ַּרע ְׁש ָּל ָּמא ַּאת ִמ
ֲ קע ָּתא
ֲ סּוסוָּ ָּתא ְׁב ִב
ָּ קביל
ֵ רהט ִכ
ַּ ְׁמ ַּד ֵמי ְׁל ִמ
ֹגל ָּאה ֹנְׁ ִביָּ א ַּאת
ָּ לכא ְׁד ָּב ַּבל ִר
ָּ ֹנבּוכדֹנַּ ַּצר ַּמ
ַּ מֹוטיב ִל
ֵ רדֹנָּ א וְׁ ִאם ַּעל ָּט ְׁבוָּ ון ַּד ֲאֹנָּ א
ְׁ ַּרּובי י
ֵ קביל ֵחיוַּ ת ָּב ָּרא ְׁב
ֵ ִכ
סּוסוָּ ָּתא
ָּ רהטּו ְׁכ
ַּ ּומא ַּד ֲאֹנָּ א ֲע ִתיד ְׁל ַּמ ֲע ַּבד ַּל ֲא ָּב ָּה ָּתך ַּצ ִד ַּיקיָּ א ְׁד ִמן ָּע ְׁל ָּמא ִד
ָּ ּומן פֹון ְׁד ַּאחזְׁ יָּ ך
ַּ תמה
ַּ ּומ
ַּ ָּחזֵ י
6
7

See “Miscellaneous Topics,” 199-200.
See the English translation of this verse in “Summary of Types of Changes,” 84.
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רכן וְׁ ֹנַּ ָּח ָּמן ָּהא ְׁכ ַּמיָּ א ְׁדֹנָּ ֲח ִתין ָּשטֹוף
ָּ יתי ַּעל ְׁבֹנֵ יכֹון ִב
ִ עּוב ִדין ָּט ִבין ֳק ָּד ַּמי וְׁ ַּאף ֲא ַּמ ִרית ְׁלהֹון ְׁד ַּא
ָּ ְׁל ַּמ ֲע ַּבד
רדֹנָּ א
ְׁ ְַּׁבי

2)

The internal inconsitency of the TJer
Similar to Dray’s finding on the Targum to Kings,8 this study also discovers an internal

consistency in the renderings found in the TJer, after a painstaking word-for-word comparison
between the two versions. Such consistency appears in special terminology and phraseology as
well as specific translation techniques used in the TJer.
The TJer would invariably insert buffer words to create a reverential distancing between
God and man. The TJer would use standard stock phrases to render similar expressions in
Hebrew. The TJer would substitute various Hebrew terms related to the same concept with the
same Aramaic term (e.g., exile). The TJer would separate the holy from the profane by using
different sets of terminology (e.g., idolatry and false prophecy).
On other occasions, the TJer would show no hesitation in correcting grammatical
anomalies in the Hebrew text. The TJer would have no fear in removing seemingly blasphemous
language concerning God or Israel’s ancestors. The TJer would take pains in altering the text to
be in line with rabbinic ideology. The TJer would sometimes actualize the text and apply it to
their own situations. The list may go on.
Such underlying translation techniques not only offer clear guidelines to the
meturgemanim in presenting an intelligible Aramaic rendering to the audience, but also ensure
the internal unity of the Targum produced. The internal consistency betrays that the TJer is not

8

Dray, Targum to Kings, 191.
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an ad hoc work produced instantly in the synagogue; rather, it is a literary work, which has been
carefully revised and edited in a long course of time before reaching its final shape.

3)

The inconsistency in translation
While overall internal consistency has been wrought through linguistic similarities and

specific translation techniques, there is inevitably some inconsistency appearing in the TJer. One
excellent example is the anti-anthropomorphism in the TJer. Though the TJer would strive to
uphold the transcendence of God by removing anthropomorphic expressions of God in the
Hebrew text, some of such expressions are left unaltered in the TJer. Despite such inconsistency,
our analysis betrays that the TJer still demonstrates a strong tendency to avoid anthropomorphic
expressions.9
Elsewhere, the treatment of the pagan gods also lacks consistency. For instance, more
than half of the total occurrences of the name “Baal” are rendered literally, while the rest of them
are rendered as “idol.” Likewise, the name “Chemosh” is rendered literally once, but twice as
“those who worship Chemosh.”10 Whether these inconsistencies are due to omission or different
schools of translators would require further investigation.
Also, though our study has proven that the Targum shows preferences for similes in place
of metaphors, there is no clear rule as to when a metaphor should be dissolved or resolved (into
similes) in the translation. Such inconsistency, of course, would not cause any contradiction in
the Aramaic rendering.

9

See “The Concept of God,” 115-17.
See “Miscellaneous Topics,” Table 8, 206.

10
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In short, the inconsistencies found in the TJer are considered non-extensive; thus, this
phenomenon does not undermine the general consistency in the way the TJer translates the book
of Jeremiah.

4)

Offering Possible Understanding of difficult Hebrew texts.
The MT of the book of Jeremiah abounds with difficult and ambiguous texts, in particular

in the terse and compact poetic oracles. As the meturgeman always strives to offer an intelligible
translation to his audience, he then would have to wrestle with all those difficult texts to make
sense of them. Hence, the Aramaic rendering of difficult Hebrew texts offers possible
understandings on those texts, though they should not necessarily be taken as the most authentic
or only authentic interpretation of the MT.
Some of these difficult texts have been discussed in the previous chapters. For instance,
the greatly debated verse in 15:12 “Can anyone break iron, iron from the north, or bronze?” is
explicated as “A king who is as strong as iron shall come up to help a king who is as strong as
iron and brass: he shall come from the north; he has come up to shatter,” in which the same
Hebrew root  רעעis rendered thrice in the TJer.11 The puzzling phrase in 31:22, concerning the
new thing that God is about to create, “A woman will encompass a man” is given an
eschatological interpretation in the TJer as “the people, the house of Israel, shall pursue the
Law.” The notoriously difficult verse in 8:18, “My sorrow is beyond healing, my heart is faint
within me! (NASB),” in which the meaning of the first word is uncertain, is paraphrased in the
TJer as “Because they mocked before the prophets who prophesy to them, I will bring weariness

11

See “Summary of Types of Changes,” 76-77; “Figures of Speech,” 234-35.
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and groanings for them because of their sins: over them, says the prophet, my heart mourns.”12
The Aramaic rendering of this verse, truly speaking, sheds little light on understanding the
Hebrew text.
Who is speaking in various versus is another unresolved issue in the Jeremiah study. The
absence of speakers or addresses in the dialogue not only hinders correct explication of the text
but also elicits different scholarly views that further complicate the issue. The TJer, however,
does not leave this problem unattended. In at least 11 passages, the TJer put its best effort to
identify the possible speaker or addressee in the dialogue.13 Again, the Aramaic interpretation
might not necessarily represent the most original and authentic reading, but at least, it helps
clarify the doubt of his audience, besides offering us some insights in solving this problem.

12
13

See “Summary of Types of Changes,” 91.
See “Summary of Types of Changes,” 46-51.
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